LT R SN S R AT

e

AELTWED

mwm aw::m
MUR, Y777

Jug G 213?&’%

regide ot 10505 Miler Road, Oskion, VA 22124

mmmwwmﬁymmwmmmm$mm

ws they have made
10 the Federal Eloction Comsassion i the docuaments ssbraned carber this year are true and

ooeYedt.

duted Janusny ol 1999

Dy sworn to before me thes E

duy of Jemuary, 1999

My comsmission expires ll{/l‘ﬂ/ﬁ’ )

3 7anrg sk §- 2 33 T onod cov



ﬂ
492 7

q,;if,ﬂ . ”nq .

r

!

m A‘iﬁt @f

At

July 1998




PREFACE

Thats repoet 33 aboss Bow the 1992 Chimtos for Prosidvas Proweary Comenifie made
fadwe wmconemts w0 the Federal Bocvon Comaeraon (FEC m order 1o obtan
amd kecp some 33 sallaon = overpmnd fodersl manchony fonds, ssomiey to wiack &

The 1600-page seport wis prepared by Paricia W. Asderson, Proadest of Poblic
Offwce Corporssion (FOC), and wife of POC s Chaivmgn, Williom R Anderss. h
reperscilty seork dons oWy 3 teo- your ponund soiedy At the Asndrrawms’ cxprase.
The Asdereom’ comgary pronided catewseve Sifa vsappcihted services o the 1992

A ressomabic gacszod 1. oiy bas @ talken 0 Jomg 1o come foewand, bemg basod
on e 1992 Comon Camgpmagn” The anewer is tha the falee Sactbesms were
made wcudomt 10 the FEC's amdnt of thae crempuign. @ detsslod aed deughy
process. The faad FRC acton oo the sode o oo comgdeneed and releasod
wtsl Docesber 77, 1994,

We potny thes oot 30 smeke & clear thar dies sepoet 1 beng fnaily conppleted
thes dsse khﬁmmwm:mmmnmmwan
txite m with cgher Clhimton Adomi ;

The repon wdll show how we. ke Andorvons, sogd ooy ooMEpREYy . were made 2
scapopond by the 1992 Clatce primsary coemesilice 00 bepeoper actiomy takaw by
the Clmaoe Primsery Comatustor @l

1 repes the wowd * scagpogont” mmmﬁmmummmmy

otmveys the womse of mpstice that prevads wien 3 Joyal ad pevediscer
is hizmod for the tramsgressons of the boss.

Thues, s sepowt o offort o et the second straagie. B 18 2dso owr
o thaa B 20 dommg sowae cTECH wephincsues @ Bow Wes CoPNIry wESERges €
prrsadential cloctoms wall bocome sgpasens

//%_ﬂ@m-—-

Wil X Asderwon
Charman. Pabix: Office Corporation

Segremmiver 3. 1994



Vabuame Chow

Tud O}
Tade 2
Toio (13
Tab G4

Tub O
Tab &b

mmmrm{"mwmmmw«
o s vendsw S Addorsesn foem 8 Adsesied bty CPC
P m Wea Nak fwua@ & Assemod by CPC
T L Y by % Sumosscms Suchkedes copy of fizw of 15
mummwm@mmssm}

Yedume ¥wap

T &7
Tod 0%
Tar (%
Tub 20
Yar 11
Tab 12

Showe Prond $3 Toamders Bascd oo Basciees - Nt o8 Amadvsny as Assersad by CPC
Aunnisrwsss  Foem P20 Pestoomed Expemdy  Commyry o0 TPC Assettion

Procd POC Dnd Nes Prepeer Diites & (Bdngmtsres Schodaly a8 CPC Assersed
Adelervose Mangaomed Guod Fosaced Bocosds - Costery to CRC Asserons
FOC s Mspohong Fands Mamgomest »as % 4% Perfoct Acoonding wo FEC

el Thees

Tk 13
Yo 14
b 15
Twe 10
Ted 17
T I8

Ltw Bevaew @i Acelerncan Libwd Seet Agosmeg CPC md Lys

Wit Homne Compecana b CFC s Prndiege = Bule Falie Sustuncess

OB Past SRE2 1B 10 Adkamsam W § Mabowe fow andiecivsnd ervioes”
CIC Pami $37 300 w Campwogs Werber @ 1992 Scumd Haras ”””“E”M

Yelome Fowr

Tob 19
T X0
Tob 23
Tob 22
Tar 23

Tk 28

mmmemammCmy

192 Az & MR $297 Weony Comprpeersnd  Lopad & Otiser Ogpmmons

MR 419 ami tellow ap s

Lym Uechy + isdoras Sofs Bogpome & Liecie Lasn Saaches MUR 4192 Reypoase
{The Socamecsits sebnuiied b FEC s commaned Yuc fxdez stucomenie. )

Yodueme Fine

Tub 28
Tk 20
Tae J7
Tab 28
Tad 2%

POC CWC Camexct snd POU Ipwesces o CFC

FELC Audeses’ BExg Confresace MNoses em CRC Anfit Fadan
FEC Opes Sdectimg Decemiber 194048 (Toumscrge of
Fomal Aadk Rrpom. 1992 Chaaca jov Peomdess Comemies (CP0)
Geacend Informusice snd Boocm Asiches Abous dve FEC



The Anderson Report

July 1998
Overview

Introduction

The Anderson Report provides documentary proof that the 1992 Clinton for
President Committee conspired to defraud and succeeded in defrauding the Presidential
Public Funding Program of some $3 million by submitting false statements regarding
material facts to the Federal Election Commission (FEC), a federal regulatory agency.

Lom Utrecht and Laura Rvan Shachoy signed the documents that contain most of
the false statements. Lyn Utrecht, a partner in the Washington D.C. law firm of Oldaker,
Ryan. Phillips & Utrecht, is general counsel to the three authorized committees
established for Clinton’s 1992 campaigns: the Clinton for President Committee (the
Clinton Primary Committee), the Clinton/Gore ‘92 General Election Compliance Fund
{the Compliance Fund), and the Clinton/Core ‘92 General Election Committee. Laura
Ryan Shachoy, a lawyer in private practice in the Boston area, is co-counsel to the Clinton
Primary Committee.

The Anderson Report was compiled by William R. Anderson and Patricia W.
Anderson who own and manage Public Office Corporation, a vendor to the Clinton
Primary Committee. The Andersons” small firm, based in Washington, D.C., and founded
by them in 1978, specializes in providing data management services to the campaign
committees of presidential primary candidates. These services include processing
campaign contributions and presidential primary matching funds requests. The
Andersons’ clients have included the presidential primary committees of Senators John
Glenn, Paul Simon, Al Gore, and Congressman Richard Gephardt.

William R. Anderson, a decorated veteran of the WWII Pacific submarine war,
gained fame as skipper of the nuclear submarine Nautilus during its historic 1958 voyage
under ice across the North Pole, a feat for which he was awarded the Legion of Merit by
President Eisenhower. After retiring from the Navy with the rank of captain, Anderson, a
lifelong Democrat, served four terms in the U.S. House of Representatives from
Tennessee’s Gth District. Patricia W. Anderson, his wife and president of Publiz Office
Corporation, is a former stockbroker with extensive experience in business, data
management, and FEC compliance reporting.
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The Clinton Primary Committee’s conspiracy resulted in it illegally acquiring
some $3 million in taxpayer money. The conspiracy succeeded for one key reason: the
FEC's auditors, lawyers, and Commissioners accepted as true and pertinent certain
statements made by the Clinton Primary Committee, especially about the activities of the
Andersons and their firm. This is evident from documents included in the Anderson
Report. These statements, which the Andersons were unaware of until early 1995 when
they read the FEC's final audit report on the Clinton Primary Committee, maliciously
libel the Andersons. The statements involve a series of carefully orchestrated false and
misleading statements, most of them made in' the Clinton Primary Committee’s July 1954
written response (signed by Lyn Utrecht) to the FEC's interim audit report. The FEC
auditors, apparently relying on the veracity of the Clinton Primary Committee’s written
responses, repeated the false and misleading statements in the final audit report of the
Clinton Primary Committee, dated December 27, 1994.

After attempting without success to resolve the matter, the Andersons, in the
summer of 1995, sued the Clinton Primary Committee, the Compliance Fund, and
certain others, including Lyn Utrecht, for libel damages. In a motion to dismiss the
Andersons lawsuit, lawyers for Ms. Utrecht pleaded privilege, maintaining that,
defamatory or not, the Clinton Primary Committee’s communications with the FEC were
privileged and therefore protected from libel. The motion to dismiss also offered
“evidence” that purportedly proved that the statements the Clinton Primary Committee
made about the Andersons were true. Ironically, once the “spin” is peeled away (a
relatively easy task), the so-called evidence actually strengthens the Andersons’ libel
claim, as fully explained in the Documentary References of the Anderson Report.

Since November 1995 the Andersons have been awaiting a judicial ruling on
whether the Clinton Primary Committee is, in effect, privileged to submit false and
misleading statements to the Federal Election Commission.

The Andersons expect to ultimately prevail in their lawsuit for libel damages, but
believe the Clinton Primary Committee should also be held accountable for making false
statements to the FEC and defrauding taxpayers of some $3 million. The Anderson
Report is presented in the hope that it will prompt an investigation into the relevant
actions of the Clinton Primary Committee.
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The Conspiracy

The conspiracy involved the Clinton Primary Committee manipulating certain
contributions received by Bill Clinton’s primary campaign so as to obtain millions of
dollars more in matching funds than the Clinton Primary Committee was legally entitled
to, while at the same time transferring a sizable portion of the Clinton Primary
Committee’s primary contributions to the ‘92 Clinton/Gore General Election Compliance
Fund, an election campaign committee that is prohibited by law from benefiting from
federal matching funds. The conspiracy involved two schemes: the first failed as a result

of FEC diligence; the second, which was largely based on false information, succeeded.

The contributions in question were solicited by the Clinton Primary Committee
in the days and weeks prior to the Democratic Convention but deposited following
Clinton’s nomination on july 15, 1992, the date that marked the official end of his
primary campaign. The Anderson Report and the documents it references often refer to
these as post-convention or post-nomination contributions. (Note: Prior to the
nomination, a primary committee is eligible to receive federal matching funds regardless
of its financial position; post-convention, a primary committee must show “need,” that is,
to qualify for additional matching funds it must show it doesn't have enough money to

pay its debts and estimated costs of winding down its activities.)

First scheme

To appear to qualify for more matching funds than it deserved, the Clinton
Primary Committee deposited $1.5 million in post-convention primary contributions into
a special bank account and failed to report these as Clinton Primary Committee assets on
the financial reports required to accompany post-convention matching funds requests. It
also generously estimated its winding down costs. The result was that the Clinton
Primary Committee looked “poorer” than it actually was, and the FEC duly paid it a total
of $4.6 million based on matching funds requests the Clinton Primary Committee
submitted in August and September 1992. Of this amount, FEC auditors later stated that
the Clinton Primary Committee was actually entitled to only about $1 million.

To shift Clinton primary assets to the Compliance Fund, the Clinton Primary
Committee arbitrarily distinguished between Clinton’s post-convention primary
contributions, depending on the date they were deposited. Contributions deposited
between July 16 (the day after the official end of the primary campaign) and August 5
were treated as primary contributions, and matching funds were sought and received for
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these. All remaining contributions became the focus of a certain “redesignation” project.
The redesignation project was initiated and carried out by the Clinton Primary
Committee in Little Rock and involved sending letters to the last 55,000 people who
contributed to Clinton's primary campaign whose contributions were deposited after
August 5. These letters, mailed from Little Rock during September and early October
1992, thanked contributors for their primary contribution, informed them that primary
debts were paid, and asked them to redesignate their contribution to the Compliance
Fund. (Note: In 1992 the general election campaigns of Clinton and Bush each received
$55 million from the FEC on condition they not accept private contributions and not
spend more than 855 million on the general election campaign. Private contributions,
however, are the enly source of funding for the separate legal and accounting compliance
fund of a general election campaign. If there is not enough money in the legal and
accounting compliance fund to pay all the general election’s legal and accounting
expenses, these expenses must be paid from the fixed amount allowed by law to be spent
on the general election.)

Of the 55,000 primary contributors sent redesignation letters from Little Rock by
the Clinton Primary Committee, some 38,000 signed the attached “redesignation form”
and mailed it back to the Clinton Primary Committee headquarters in Little Rock. When
the redesignation forms accumulated into a sizable batch, the Clinton Primary Committee
totaled the batch and made a transfer to the Compliance Fund’s bank account in an
amount that exactly matched the total of the batch. These batches of signed, redesignation
forms and the corresponding transfers to the Compliance Fund totaled $2.4 million.
About half the transfers were made from the Clinton Primary Committee’s regular bank
account and the remaining were made from the Committee’s special account
(interestingly called the “suspense” account) whose assets the Clinton Primary

Committee had failed to reveal in its post-convention asset and debt reports to the FEC.

First scheme fails

When the FEC auditors later discovered what had happened, they requested the
Clinton Primary Committee to repay $3.6 million in matching funds “overpayments” it
had received. The FEC auditors stated that diverting primary assets was “not
permissible” while the Clinton Primary Committee still had debts and was requesting
and receiving matching funds. FEC regulations require that primary contributions be
used first to retire primary campaign debts and winding down costs. The FEC auditors
concluded, and wrote in their audit report, that the Clinton Primary Committee
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calculated that the contributions deposited between July 16 and August 5 were sufficient
to enable it to obtain enough in additional matching funds so that the contributions
deposited after August 5 would be surplus to its debts. This is also not permissible,
however, because FEC regulations do not allow campaign committees to treat anticipated
matching funds checks as accounts receivable (that is, as primary committee assets) when
calculating whether primary committee assets exceed its debts. The auditers also
concluded, and wrote in their audit report, “that to allow contributicns solicited by, made
pavable to, received by, and deposited by the primary committee to be transferred
wholesale to the general election compliance fund is completely inconsistent with the
matching funds regulations.”

In addition, the FEC auditors showed that the Clinton Primary Committee not
only had the money to pay its debts, but also had the money to repay the $3.6 million in
overpayments it had received and still leave 81 million (of the $2.4 million transferred}
in the Compliance Fund, thus utilizing some but not all the redesignations.

Nevertheless, at a fall 1993 meeting at which the FEC auditors made these points,
Lyn Utrecht continued to argue that the $2.4 million transferred was “legally and
properly” designated to the Compliance Fund.

But the FEC auditors, clearly on solid legal ground, resisted this argument, and in
their interim audit report, released in the spring of 1994, stated they would recommend
that the Clinton Primary Committee be made to repay $3.6 million in federal matching
funds overpayments it had received.

The second scheme

In its July 1994 written response to the FEC interim audit report, the Clinton
Primary Committee offered a different scheme calculated to avoid repaying the $3.6
million in matching funds overpayments. An essential element of the second scheme
involved a convoluted legal argument. Citing a rule that states that contributions received
after the “last” election, and which are not properly designated “in writing” to that
election, must inure to the “next” election, the Clinton Primary Committee argued three
things: (1) that the contributions representing the $2.4 million transferred to the
Compliance Committee were not properly designated to the primary campaign, (2) were
received after the primary campaign officially ended, and (3) as such were “undesignated”
or non-primary contributions. (The rule cited by the Clinton Primary Committee was
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intended to apply to campaigns for the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives, but the
loophole is that the language refers to “federal” elections.) Based on these arguments the
Clinton Primary Committee maintained that the next election was the Clinton/Gore ‘92
general election, but because the general election could not accept contributions, the
contributions in question belonged to the general election’s Compliance Fund.
Moreover, it emphasized that, given the contributions in question were non-primary
contributions and thus belonged in the General Election’s Compliance Fund to begin

with, the redesignation statements were unnecessary.

This new story left the Clinton Primary Committee with a lot of explaining to do.

The biggest problem was the 38,000 redesignation statements it had obtained. These were
the “in writing” proof obtained to support the Clinton Primary Committee’s earlier claim,
made in the spring of 1993, that the $2.4 million transferred to the Compliance Fund was
“legally and properly” designated to the Compliance Fund. But when the Clinton
Primary Committee abandoned this argument (the FEC simply wouldn’t buy it), the
redesignation statements became a millstone around its neck, as they were the legal proof
that the contributions the Clinton Primary Committee now claim were non-primary
were, in fact, primary contributions, and that the Clinton Primary Committee had

properly treated them as primary contributions two years’ earlier.

In short, and this is the crux of the matter, the Clinton Primary Committee’s
second scheme wasn’t credible unless it could somehow “disown” responsibility for
obtaining the 38,000 redesignation statements. Its strategy for dealing with a situation it
could not address truthfully (and keep the money), and could not otherwise explain, was:
blame a vendor. The instances in which the Clinton Primary Committee did this are toc
numerous and lengthy to present in a overview, but are fully explained — and fully
refuted — in the meticulously documented Anderson Report. A brief summary of the
most significant false statements, along with the facts, are given below.

When the Clinton Primary Committee stated to the FEC in the summer of 1994
that the money transferred to the Compliance Committee represented undesignated non-
primary contributions, it also stated the following:

False Statements. The redesignations were not only superfluous but had been obtained
without its knowledge by the vendor who processed the contributions and it did not
find out about the redesignation statements until after the 1992 presidential election.

The Andersen Report July 1998 1006 6



The Facts

* On September 2, 1992, the day after the Clinton Primary Committee submitted its
final matching funds request to the FEC, David Watkins, at that time the Clinton
Primary Committee’s Operations Manager, instructed Patricia Anderson to process
the incoming primary contributions as quickly as possible and to each day send the
results (contributor’s name, address, and contribution amount) on a computer tape
to Schuh Advertising, a Little Rock direct-mail company, so that Schuh could
%enerate the redesignation letters within 60 days ofP the primary contribution

eing deposited, the time allowed by law.

» The entire primary contribution redesignation project was carried cut openly hy
the Clinton Primary Committee in Little Rock in the early fall of 1992 and was
completed, or virtually completed, well before the November elections.

¢ A dozen or more people working for the Clinton Primary Committee in Little
Rock and elsewhere are well aware that the Clinton Primary Committee itself
initiated and executed the redesignation project, and the Anderson Report names
several who had intimate knowledge of the redesignation project.

False Statements. The vendor’s contract contained an incentive clause that permitted it to

bill the Clinton Primary Committee for additional documentation it obtained in
connection with processing a contribution (implying that the vendor’s “mistake” in
obtaining the redesignations was motivated by greed).

/ The Facts

* There is no incentive clause in the Andersons’ contract covering additional
documentation for processing a contribution for the Compliance Fund. The
incentive clause in the contract applies only to additional documentation relating
to matching funds submissions for the primary campaign.

* The Andersons never submitted an invoice that could even remotely relate to
producing and mailing 55,000 letters and paying for the return postage of some
38,000 redesignation statements. The Ansersons’ invoices to the Clinton Primary
Committee are meticulously itemized, down to the exact number of letters,
envelopes, stamps, etc.

* According to Compliance Fund records, in the fall of 1992 (the period during
which the redesignation letters were mailed from Little Rock), Schuh Advertising
was paid nearly $40,000 for a “redesignation mailing” and the U.S. Postal Service
in Little Rock was paid some $10,000 for “redesignation letters.”

The Clinton Primary Committee, in attempting to explain the $2.4 million in

transfers to the Compliance Fund in such a way as to disassociate the transfers from the

redesignation statements, stated the following:

1007
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False Statements. It had performed an “analysis” of the post-convention contributions

not submitted for matching funds and was able to determine from this analysis
which contributions were primary and which were undesignated, non-primary
contributions. It stated that its analysis supported transferring some $2.7 millior. to
the Compliance Fund, a little more than the $2.4 million it did transfer.

The Facts

* The Clinton Primary Committee treated post-nomination contributions deposited

between July 16 (the day after the primary campaign officially ended) and August
3, 1992, as primary contributions, and sought and received federal matching funds
for these. It sent redesignation requests to every primary contributor, some 53,000,
whose contribution had been deposited after August 5, 1992.

¢ The Clinton Primary Committee’s $2.4 million transfer to the Compliance Fund

was based solelv on the signed, redesignation statements returned by some 38,000
contributors {of the 55.000 solicited). The number and wmounts of the transfers
exactly match the number and amounts of the batches of redesignation forms
accumulated by the Clinton Primary Committee as they were received. (The FEC
auditors did not make a direct connection between the batches of signed,
redesignation forms and the transfers to the Compliance Committee because they
never saw the documentation, which is included among the evidence in the
Anderson Report.)

* The difference between the $2.7 million the Clinton Primary Committee said its

so-called analysis supported transferring to the Compliance Fund, and the $2.4
million it actuallv did transfer, is largely accounted for by the contributions of the
some 17,000 contributors (of the 55,000 solicited) who failed to mail back signed,
redesignation forms. The contributions of these some 17,000 contributors weren't
transferred to the Compliance Fund; they remained as primary contributions, that
is, as assets of the Clinton Primary Committee.

* The Clinton Primary Committee’s so-called analysis notwithstanding, ali the

monies received following Clinton’s nomination were in response to the Clinton
Primarv Committee’s solicitations for primary contributions. Thus, there is not a
wit of difference between the post-convention contributions deposited between
July 16 and August 5 and the contributions deposited after August 5, and the
Clinton Primary Committee was unable to satisfactorily explain a difference.

¢ It is worth noting that the FEC final audit report states: “Therefore, for the

Comnmission to forego the transfer [back to the Primary Committee] from the
Compliance Fund and [to forego] the recapture of matching funds in excess of
entitlement from the Committee, would constitute a matching funds subsidy for
the [Clinton/Gore] Compliance Committee. Such a subsidy would be well beyond
the statutory scheme.”

¢ In summing up this issue, the FEC Republican Commissioners concluded:

“Finally, it is grossly improper to adopt such a free-spending standard for only one
candidate (the current president of the United States), while every other campaign
in the same cycle has been held to a different and stricter rule.”

The Andersorn Report july 1998 1004 8



The above, as earlier noted, by no means covers the full extent of the Clinton
Primary Committee’s conspiracy, nor its false and misleading statements to the FEC,
which are documented in the Anderson Report. For example, having boldly accused the
Andersons of being responsible for the redesignation project, the Clinton Primary
Committee attempted to make this accusation appear more plausible by repeatedly and
gratuitously portraying the Andersons and their company as an unprofessional, out-of-
control vendor. This was mostly accomplished by explicitly or implicitly blaming them for
errors and omissions and resubmissions that the Clinton Primary Committee itself was
responsible for.

Second scheme succeeds
It takes a 4-2 vote of the six FEC Commissioners to approve a recommendation by

the FEC audit and legal staff; that is, to reverse the past actions of a committee. A 3-3 vote
results in a “non decision” in which the FEC staff's recommendations are simply
ignored. This means, in effect, that a campaign committee can get away with virtually
anything that it can get the three FEC commissioners of its own party to go along with.

On December 15, 1994, the FEC Commissioners considered the FEC audit staff's
recommendations with regard to the Clinton Primary Committee, the main one being
that it be made to repay some $3.6 million in federal matching funds overpayments. The
vote was 3-3, a non decision, but the discussion at the meeting relating to the significance
of the redesignation statements was quite enlightening. To wit, 2 comment by FEC
general counsel Larry Noble:

. . . if the seeking of a redesignation is to mean anything, and the Committee
claims it was a mistake, but i? it is not looked at as a mistake, then what it
shows is that they [the Clinton Primary Committee] first recognized these as
primary contributions, and then, as Commissioner Aikens says, the re%;dation
comes into play and says that they cannot redesignate these as long as they

had debt.

A comment by joe Stoltz, head of the FEC audit division, in response to a question about
whether the funds transferred to the Compliance Fund were in fact redesignated, is
likewise enlightening:

They are, assuming that the redesignation was permissible, however, if it is
assumed they were primary [contri%utions] to begin with and required a
redesignation, then I think 9003.3 comes into play, and the redesignation
wouldn’t have been permissible to start with.

The Anderson Report Juty 1998 1009 9
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These comments, taken together with all other statements relating to this matter that
appear in FEC audit reports on the Clinton Primary Committee, make two things

unambiguously clear—

* The redesignation statements (if not a “mistake”) constitute legal procf that the
contributions in question were primary contributions.

* The Clinton Primary Committee would not have been permitted, by whatever
means, to transfer primary contributions to the Compliance Fund as long as it had
outstanding debts.

To keep the 83 million in federal matching funds overpayments the Clinton Primary
Commnittee had to overcome these two things, which it did, as noted above, by making

false statements. To reiterate:

The first major false statement was to claim that a vendor, acting on its own and
without the Clinton Primary Committee’s knowledge, obtained the redesignations,
stating that this was a mistake, as the redesignations were unnecessary. This false
statement enabled the Clinton Primary Committee to avoid acknowledging (by denying
responsibility for obtaining the redesignations) that it first recognized the contributions
in questions as primary contributions, and, equally important, to denigrate the “legal”
importance of the redesignations by casting them as simply a mistake by an incompetent
“former” vendor motivated by greed.

The second major false statement was to claim that the monies transferred to the
Compliance Fund were non-primary contributions, identified as such through an analysis
of all post-convention contributions that were not submitted for matching funds. This
false statement enabled the Clinton Primary Committee to present a seemingly
reasonable rationale for the transfers to the Compliance Fund that disassociated the
transfers from the redesignation statements.

These false statements combined to suggest a scenario that the three Democratic
FEC Commissioners could plausibly go along with, and thus were essential to gaining
their votes and thereby 1o the Clinton Primary Committee keeping the $3 million in
federal matching funds overpayments.

The scenario, aimed at the three FEC Coramissioners who were Democrats, went

as follows: If the contributions transferred to the Compliance Fund were non-primary
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contributions (as the Clinton Primary Committee asserted), then it could be argued that
the asset and debt schedules that accompanied its matching funds requests were accurate
and that the transiers to the Compliance Fund while the Clinton Primary Committee
still had debts were legitimate. Similarly, if the Clinton Primary Committee didn’t know
about and didn’t have anything to do with obtaining the redesignations (as it also
asserted), then it could be argued that the Clinton Primary Committee was simply acting
prudently by performing an analysis of the contributions in question to determine which
were primary and belonged in the Clinton Primary Committee and wk:'ch were non-
primary and belonged in the Compliance Fund.

The three FEC Commissioners who were Republicans were unable to exploit the
legal significance of the redesignation statements because the Clinton Primary
Committee maintained they were obtained by mistake by a vendor without the Clinton
Primary Committee’s knowledge. The Republicans were also unable to force the
Democrats to acknowledge that the Clinton Primary Committee’s treatment of its post-
convention contributions (that is, recognizing some as primary contributions to be
matched and some as non-primary contributions that could be transferred to the
Compliance Fund) was both illogical and arbitrary.

Clearly, though, even the most partisan Democratic Commissioner could not have
supported the Clinton Primary Committee’s scenario had he or she known what the
Anderson Report proves beyond any doubt whatsoever: That it was not a vendor but the
Clinton Primary Committee itself that had sought and obtained the redesignation
statements, and that the transfers to the Compliance Fund were based not on an analysis

of the contributions in question but solely on the redesignation statements.

On December 16, 1994, the day following the 3-3 vote, the three Democratic FEC
Commissioners issued a statement explaining their principal reasons for rejecting the
FEC staff's recommendations regarding the Clinton Primary Committee. First, the
statement said, the Commission has never addressed whether contributions coming in
after the nomination must {emphasis in original) be treated as primary campaign assets,
even if solicited by and made payable to the primary committee. Second, assuming the
contributions didn’t have (emphasis in original) to be treated as primary assets, the
statement asks the question: should (emphasis in original) the Clinton campaign be forced
to treat them as such when the intent of the donors is ambiguous and all technical
requirements are not met. The statement answers this question in the following way:
“We felt it inappropriate to account for these funds in a way that would deprive the
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Clinton campaign of the use of public funds to pay legitimate post-primary debts.” The
statement calls a “Catch 22" the FEC staff’s argument that if the funds transferred to the
Compliance Fund are not viewed as primary assets, then the post-nomination

contributions submitted for matching should likewise not be viewed as primary assets,
and the matching funds associated with them should be recouped.

In answer to their own question: “What is the impact of our approach,” the
Democratic FEC Commissioner’ stated that the impact is that: “Taxpayer funds, rather
than privately raised dollars, are used to pay primary campaign expense — a result that
furthers (emphasis in original) the public financing concept. The funds at issue are left
available to the [Compliance Fund] to pay for complying with the many complexities of
the law — again a result that furthers (emphasis in original) the public financing concept.”
The statement concludes: “All our approach does is allow the use of more public funding
dollars to pay for legitimate primary campaign expenses of a publicly funded campaign. As
a matter of policy, we think that is a better result than the alternative.”

The Republican FEC Commissioners, in sharp contrast, issued quite a different
statement following the 3-3 vote. Their statement, in effect, invited someone to challenge
the FEC for failing to uphold the law. A citizen’s group responded by filing Matter
Under Review 4192 with the FEC, charging that the Clinton Primary Committee had
been allowed to manipulate election law, illegally obtain matching funds, and spend them
on other than qualified primary campaign expenses (the bulk of which went to the
Compliance Fund).

The Clinton Primary Committee’s written response to Matter Under Review 4192
repeated the same false statements it had earlier told FEC auditors. Lyn Utrecht, general
counsel to the Clinton Primary Committee and the Compliance Fund, and Laura Ryan
Shachoy, co-counsel to the Clinton Primary Committee, signed the response to Matter
Under Review 4192.

The FEC general counsel, on the other hand, took a stronger position in Matter
Under Review 4192 than he had taken in the final audit report on the Clinton Primary
Committee. He condemned the Clinton Primary Committee’s actions by recommending
that the FEC Commissioners “find reason to believe™ that the 1992 Clinton for President
Comnmittee, the Clinton/Gore 92 General Election Compliance Fund, William J.
Clinton, candidate, and J.L. “Skip” Rutherford, treasurer, had violated 11 C.F.R.
9003.3(a)(1), 104.14(d}, and 9034.5(a) when the Clinton Primary Committee:
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s Submitted inaccurate financial information in its post-convention financial
reports, and

¢ Transferred $2.4 million to the Compliance Fund while the Clinton Primary
Committee still had debts.

The vote on Matter Under Review 4192 also split 3-3 down partisan lines, with the
Demacratic Commissioners saying they would not reverse their earlier decision on the
matter.

Conclusion

In January 1995, barely three weeks following the release of the FEC’s final audit
report on the Clinton Primary Committee, but before the Andersons had read it, Lyn
Utrecht and Barbara Yates {CPA to the Clinton Primary Committee and the Compliance
Fund and a partner in the Little Rock accounting firm of Baird, Kurtz & Dobson)
requested a meeting with the Andersons at the Andersons’ firm's offices near the Capitol.
At this meeting Lyn Utrecht instructed the Andersons to turn over everything in their
possession relating to the Clinton Primary Committee, to destroy all computer tapes and
records relating to the Clinton Primary Committee, and to speak to no one about the work
they had done for the Clinton Primary Committee. (A copy of a letter from William
Anderson to Lyn Utrecht confirming these requests is among the documents in the
Anderson Report.) Lyn Utrecht also informed the Andersons at this meeting that they
would be asked to sign a statement memorializing their agreement to and compliance
with these requests.

In all their years in the business, no client had ever behaved in such a fashion. Lyn
Utrecht had, however, made other unusual requests. For example, during the FEC audit
of the Clinton Primary Committee she had strictly forbidden the Andersons to speak to
or return calls from anyone at the FEC about anything relating to the Clinton Primary
Committee except on a speakerphone in her law office when she was present.

After the Andersons read the Clintor Primary Committee’s false statements about
them in the FEC’s final audit report on the Clinton Primary Committee, the reasons for
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Lyn Utrecht’s astonishing and unprecedented requests were no longer a mystery. The
Andersons gave the Clinton Primary Committee the documents requested, but kept
selected copies and never signed a statement relating to Clinton Primary Committee
documents or the work they had done for the Clinton Primary Committee.

What led the Clinton Primary Committee to break election law, make false
statements to a federal regulatory agency, and maliciously libel innocent people,
besmirching the Andersons’ good reputations and ruining the business they'd spent years
of hard work building? Was it simple greed? Was it to make sure there was plenty of
money in campaign coffers to pay lawyers and accountants? Was it to cover unqualified
expenses? After all, as the FEC pointed out in 1993, the Clinton Primary Committee had
the money to pay its legitimate primary campaign expenses and debts. A simple
illustration makes this clear.

The Clinton Primary Committee transferred $2.4 million to the Compliance Fund
and paid “Friend of Bill” and Arkansas businessman, W.P. Malone, a series of payments
totaling $842,100 for “professional services.” The payments to Malone, which began more
than a year after the primary campaign ended and continued until March 1996, were
ultimately “disqualified” as legitimate primary expenses by the FEC because the Clinton
Primary Committee refused, after repeated requests, to identify the services W.P.
Malone had performed for Bill Clinton’s 1992 primary campaign. (Even though the
payments to him were disqualified, Malone got to keep the $842,100.) In addition, the
Clinton Primary Committee racked up more than $382,000 in other non-qualified
expenses, including staff bonuses and the settlement of a sexual harassment suit against
David Watkins. In short, the transfers to the Compliance Fund plus the payments to
Malone and the other expenses that weren't legitimate primary campaign expenses
exceeded the amount the FEC auditors determined the Clinton Campaign received in
matching funds overpayments.

Federal election law and federal funding of elections is designed to create a level
campaign playing field. The Clinton Primary Committee cynically and maliciously made
false statements -— and by other means devious and illegal — thwarted this worthwhile
public objective in order to keep some $3 million in ill-gotten public money and use a
sizable portion of it to subsidize the Compliance Fund of the ‘92 Clinton/Gore General
Election campaign, giving it a $2.4 million spending edge over Bush/Quayle in the fall of
1992, before the November elections, when it counted most.
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Everybody doesn’t do what the Clinton Primary Committee did.

The Andersons look forward to the U.S. Department of Justice giving this matter
the serious attention it deserves. They also look forward to the Federal Election
Commission taking all appropriate actions on this matter; in particular, actions that affirm

that the Clinton Primary Committee and the Compliance Fund are not “privileged” to
submit false statements to it with impunity.

Respectfully submitted to the Federal Election Commission and the U.S.
Department of Justice, and sworn to under penalty of perjury this38 th day of July 1998.
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Documentary With References

Introduction

The FEC’s audit of the 1992 Clinton for President Committee (Clinton Primary
Committee or CPC or Committee) was controversial -- from the time the auditors
recommended repayment of a record $4.3 million to the final Commission vote
which reduced it to only $1.4 million.

That the Clinton Primary Committee manipuliated the contributions received after
Bill Clinton’s nomination such that some were considered primary contributions
(and matched with federal funds) while the remaining contributions were
arbitrarily declared "non-primary” contributions (that belonged in the general
election’s Compliance fund) is well known.

That the FEC auditors, its general counsel, and the Republican Commissioners
opposed the Clinton Primary Committee’s one "legal” argument to treat its
contributions in such a fashion is well known. That only the Demecratic
Commissioners supported the CPC's argument to do so is also well known.

That the ensving Commissioners’ tie vote had the effect of rejecting the
auditor’s repayment recommendation and giving tacit approval of the CPC’s
unprecedented actions is well known. That the tie vote left a slew of people
who thought that the CPC had been allowed to violate two election laws is
history.

What was not known at the time, however, by parties on either side of the
controversy, was that the most significant, underlying "fact of information”
the CPC had supplied to the FEC during the audit in support of its one legal
argument to avoid repayment was nothing more than a string of false and
misleading statements which were repeated after the audit, during MUR 4192,

The Anderson Report shows that if those at the FEC had been given tmuthiul
information, the audit outcome would have been quite different.
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Documentary With References - Index

CPC’s First Plan:

1.0 CPC submits inaccurate financial statements to FEC; overpayments to CPC result,
2.0  CPC uses resources in Little Rock to obtain 38,000 signed redesignation statements.
3.0 CPC transfers $2.4 million to Compliance fund based on batches of redesignation statements.

First Plan Faiis:

4.0 FEC auditors on firm legal ground: illegal to request/accept matching funds and
simultaneously transfer primary money to another committee - redesignation statements
not permissible - FEC Interimn Audit Report recommends CPC repay $3.6 million.

CPC’s Second Plan:

50 CPC introduces new strategy in its response to FEC Interim Audit Report.

6.0 CPC covers up its responsibility for redesignation statements with false statements.
7.0 Why CPC needed scapegoat - significance of redesignation statements.

8.0 CPC covers up correlation of transfers & redesignation statements with its "analysis”.
9.0 CPC heaps criticism on Andersons’ firm; defends all other vendors.

Second Plan Succeeds and Is Successfully Defended:

10.0 FEC staff and Commissioners treat CPC false statements as truthful & factual.

11.9 Signed proof of CPC’s wrongdoing is turned into "mistake by former vendor”.

12.9 Audit outcome of Clinton for President Committee was very controversial; MUR 4192 filed.
13.0 After final FEC determination, Utrecht instructs Andersons to destroy CPC records.

14.0 Andersons’ relationship with President Clinton and VP Gote comes to sad end.

" I.L)‘ i3 #

i ), o 18
LI R I

o

-l

C.

m

Wk
jl‘

Background on Relationship of Andersons and CPC:

15.¢ Andersons maintained good relationskip with CPC and FEC during campaign.

16.0 Suddently, CPC began to treat Andersons in unusual manner.

17.0 CPC elicited "overlimit” memo from Andersons & later used it ay evidence against them.
18.0 Comparison of 169 redesignations Andersons obtained vs. 38,000 CPC obtained from LR.
19.0 Anderson memo showed no problems during period Utrecht recalls "significant problems”.
20.0 POC's reconciliation project proves correlation between transfers & CPC statements.

21.0 CPC’s unusual treatment of Andersons continues.

220 Anderson’s record with CPC was 99.4% perfect vs. Utrecht’s account of unprofessionalism.
23.0 Second elicited memo obtained by Utrecht is actually proof Andersons did good job.

Andersons Sue CPC and Utrecht for Libel:

240 Andersons advise White House General Counsel Abner Mikva of false statements - no response.
25.0 Andersons attempt to resolve matter with Utrecht and CPC.

26.0 Utrecht and CPC respond with hubris, arrogance, threats, and more false statements.

27.0 Andersons file libel claim in U.S. District Court, July 1995.

28.0 Utrecht & CPC filed Motion to Dismiss - claim "privilege” protects them from libel claims.
29.0 Andersons respond to Motion to Dismiss.

300 Utrecht and CPC reply to Andersons’ response.

31.0 Judge listens to "privilege” arguments presented by Utrechi’s attorney, November 1995.

32.0 Andersons believe Judge will not rule CPC privileged to make false statements to FEC.

Andersons’ Cpinion on Turn of Events:

33.0 Andersons’ conspiracy theory and how false statements crux of CPC keeping money.

34.0 Follow the money - how the CPC spent the overpaid matching funds.

35.0 Clinton/Gore '92 obtained $2.4 miilion urfair spending advantage over Bush/Quayle.

36.0 FEC easily manipulated - various examples and critical news articles.

37.0 Andersons compile documents and information about false statements; turn Report over to FEC.
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1.0

Clinton’s nomination in July 1992 marked the official end of the

primary campaign. By law, his primary committee (CPC) was no longer
entitled to matching funds unless it could show in financial

statements submitied to the FEC, called net outstanding campaign
obligations or NOCG statements, that it didn’t have enough money to
pay its debts.

At that time, money was pouring into the Clinton Primary campaign. The
FEC auditors would later show that the CPC had plenty of private
contributions to pay its debts and that additional federal money was

not necessary. The CPC nevertheless requested more matching funds.

In order to qualify for additional federal money, the CPC did two
things. It began depositing contributions in a newly opened "suspense”
bank account but did not report the money to the FEC as an asset and,

it submitted a very high estimate of winding down obligations. Thus the
CPC created a "net outstanding debt” picture to the FEC because on the
NOCO statement, it appeared not to have enough money to pay its high
obligations — the CPC made itself look "poorer” than it really was.

The FEC auditors stated in their audit report two years later, that by

the CPC’s "not recognizing” the contributions in the Suspense account,
the FEC overpaid the CPC by $3.6 million in matching funds. The
FEC’s general counsel would state in MUR 4192, 6 months after the audit
that submitting inaccurate financial statements to the FEC is a violation

of election regulations.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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1.1 July 15, 1992, Clinton was nominated and the Democratic primary election was
officially over; unless his Committee had debts it couldn’t pay, it was "ineligible” to receive
additional matching funds. From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 82:

. . . [A] candidate who has become ineligible may not receive
further matching payments regardiess of the date of deposit of the
underlying contributions if he or she has noc net outstanding
campaign obligations.

1.2 An updated Statement of Net Qutstanding Campaign Obligations [NOCO] must
accompany each request for matching funds and shouid include

. . . cash on hand as of the close of business on the last day of
eligibility including all contributions dated on or before that
date whether or not submitted for matching.

(from FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 82)

1.3 The auditors uncovered that the CPC’s Net Qutstanding Campaign Obligation
(NOCO) statements (asset and debt financial picture) omitted contributions deposited in a
newly opened "Suspense” Account. From FEC Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 84:

. . . [TThe Committee continued to request and receive matching
funds payments based on NOCO statements that did not recognize
contributions deposited into the Suspense Account.

1.4 The CPC received undeserved matching funds in September and October 1991.
From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 33, Joe Stoliz, FEC Audit Division,
speaking:

In doing this, the private contributions were not applied to the

debt when determining remaining outstanding campaign obligations.
Thus, the {matching funds] payments we [FEC] made on 9/2 {for an
overpayment of 3.8 million] and 10/2 [for an additional
overpayment of $2.8 million].

1.5 In July 1995, seven months after the final audit report had been released, the
FEC’s general counse] stated the problem of not including all the assets in much stronger

terms in his opinion for the FEC’s Matter Under Review 4192. From MUR 4192 Opinion, Tab

21, Doc D, page 18:

However, the [Clinton] Primary Committee did not appiy the private
contributions to the primary debt and, therefore, it submitted

NOCQO Statements that were an inaccurate picture of the candidate’s
financial status. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the
Clinton for President Committee, and J.L. "Skip" Rutherford, as
Treasurer, and Wiliiam J.Clinton violated 11 C.F.R. Sections
104.14(d) and 9034.5(a).
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Anticipating the infusion of undeserved matching funds, the CPC
implemented its plan to use its private contributions for the
advantage of the Clinton/Gore '92 general election.

The CPC requested a signed "redesignation statement” from the 55,000
contributors whose coatribution had not been matched, which included
all contributions which had been deposited in the "Suspense” account.
The CPC, using its staff in Little Rock headquarters and a Little Rock
direct firm mail named Schuh Advertising, generated and mailed the
personalized letters containing a redesignation statement filled out

for a specific contribution.

The CPC planned to use the signed statements that were retumed as the
contributors’ legal authorization for transferring primary

contributions to the Clinton/Gore *92 Compliance Comittee
(Compliance fund). Note, the Compliance fund is known generically
as the general election legal and accounting committee or GELAC,

This project, the "secking and obtaining” of the redesignation
statements in September 1992, is the project the CPC’s counsel, Lyn
Utrecht, would state to the FEC auditors in July 1994 -- pearly two
years later -- as being initiated and carried out, WITHOUT the
KNOWLEDGE of the CPC staff, by its vendor which processed its
contributions, namely Public Office Corporation, the firm owned and
managed by Bill and Pat Anderson. She would state that the Andersons
acted on their own, that they should not have obtained the documents
which she termed "superfluous” to the CPC's needs. She referred to an
incentive provision in the vendor’s contract as the Andersons’

apparent motivation.

The documents referenced in this section show that the CPC initiated
and carried out the project, not the Andersons.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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2.1 Pavid Watkins, CPC operations manager, instructed Pat Anderson on
September 2, 1992 (the day after the last matching funds request had been sent to the
FEC), to prepare computer tapes containing the contribution data of all contributions
deposited by the CPC after August 5, 1992, the matching funds’ request cutoff date,
and send them to Schuh Advertising, a direct mail firm in Little Rock. Watkins told
Anderson the project had to be completed within 60 days of the deposit date of the
contribution involved; copies of Anderson’s notes and tape transmittals shows Anderson
sent the tapes, as instructed, to Schuh Advertising. (Tab 4, Doc A, C, D series)

2.2 Scott Schuh memo to POC regarding "Redesignation Letter.” (Tab 4, Doc B)

23 Copy of actual redesignation letter, showing Little Rock postmark. (Tab 4, Doc E)

Note that signature font on Doc E does not match Clinton’s signature font on Doc G and used by POC
2.4 Copy of actual redesignation statement that matches format & typeface of Doc E. (Tab 4, Doc F)
2.5 Examples of contribution management with references to "LR tape” (Tab 4, Doc H, I}

2.6 Page from Compliance fund’s September 1992 FEC expenditure schedule, showing

that the U.S. Postmaster, Little Rock, Arkansas, was paid $10,150 for the stated

purpose of "Redesignation Letters.” (Tab 4, Doc J)

2.7 Another page from the Compliance fund’s September 1992 FEC expenditure schedule

shows payments to Lloyd Schuh Advertising ($18,043.74 on 9/28/92 and $19,469.83 on 9/29/92),

for stated purpose of "Redesignation Mailing." (Tab 4, Doc K)

2.8 From investigator’s letter (Tab 4, Doc L) afier interviewing Scott Schuh:

{Scott Schuh] was familiar with the ‘redesignation’ and said
Schuh {Advertising] also handled this for the campaign.

2.9 POC’s invoice for preparing tapes sent to Schuh Advertising. (Tab 4, Doc M)

2.10  POC’s revised invoice, at the request of someone in Little Rock, showing
the same tapes re-invoiced, this time to the Clinton/Gore '92 Compliance fund. (Tab 4, Doc N)

2.11  Examples of contribution management and checks containing special notations
pertinent to the redesignation project. (Tab 4, Doc 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 and 0Q.5)

2.12  Log of compliance affidavits requested by POC for month of September 1992;
it does not contain any reference to redesignation statements. (Tab 4, Doc P)

2.13  POC invoices show that the CPC was not charged for anything

resembling the redesignation project, or parts thereof, involving 55,000 letters or
processing the 38,000 statements that were retumed. (See Tab 25)
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The redesignation mailing progressed and within several weeks, the
CPC had received approximately 38,000 signed redesignation statements.

Between September 1992 and March 1993, the CPC staff assembied
"batches” of the statements and began shifting the contributions specified
on the redesignation statements to the Clinton/Gore "92 Compliance fund,
for a total of $2,444,557 transferred in 15 batches.

The Compliance fund entered the data pertinent to the redesignated
contributions that was pre-filled out on the face of the redesignation
statement into its own computer in Little Rock headquarters.

The CPC would later deny to the FEC that there was any relationship
between the total amount transferred and the redesignation statements.
Indeed, in July 1994, Lyn Utrect stated the $2,444,557 transferred could
be accounted for by an "analysis” the CPC performed.

Documents referenced in this section show clearly that there was a
relationship and that the data for the redesignated contributions was
entered into computers in Little Rock; the $2.4 million transferred
had nothing to do with an "analysis" performed after the fact.

The auditors apparently never saw any documents that showed the exact
correlation between the 15 transfers of money and the batches of signed
redesignation statements. The auditors were never allowed to talk to Pat
Anderson about anything, so of course, they did not learn about the
“reconciliation" project and computerized listings of redesignated
contributions generated in Littie Rock.

Diocuinents proving the relationship and correlation are contained in the
Anderson Report. The original computer listings shipped from Little

Rock to the Andersons are available for examination; only the first and
Iast pages of those listings are included in the Anderson Report.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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31 A copy of the complete batch of redesignation statements used as the basis for the CPC’s

first transfer on 9/30/92 is in Tab 6 of this Report; attached to the batch is a copy of the original

bank debit and deposit slips, each reflecting $27,601.51, a figure which is, of course, the sum

of the individual redesignation statements in the baich. These documents show that the very first
transfer the CPC made was based on the "batch” of contributor-signed redesignation statements in Tab 6.

3.2 Documents showing tabulations of each individual list of redesignation statements
comprising the 15 "sums” of money transferred, as produced on POC's computer during the data
reconciliation project. (Tab 7, Doc A and B)

33 Copies of the GOA bank statements (Tab 7, Doc C and D) show the amounts transferred
agree with POC’s reconciliation data (Tab 7, Doc A and B). Note: The general operating account
(GOA) was used as the general depository disbursement account. It was not until the "Suspense”
account was opened in August 1992 that contributions were deposited in other than the GOA account.

3.4 Copies of the "Suspense” Account bank statements (Tab 7, Doc E, F, and G) show

the same thing, that amounts transferred agree with POC"s reconciliation data (Tab 7, Doc A and
B); note the first batch transferred was on 9/30/92 in amount of $27,691.51 (Tab 7, Doc E).
That amount is also the sum of the complete batch of redesignation statements in Tab 6.

3.5 POC never received another full copy in "batch” form of redesignation statements
to which to reconcile its records, rather it received a computerized report of the batch

of redesignation staiements; the Compliance fund’s computer administrator, Allen Wegehoft,
produced the reports and sent them to POC afier each batch was entered on the Little Rock
computer.

3.6 POC kept a log of incoming lists of redesignated contributions being sent
by Allen Wegehoft of Little Rock staff (Tab 7, Doc H); Little Rock at one point sent its
own summary of lists of redesignated contributions sent to POC (Tab 7, Doc I).

3.7 POC worksheet showing exact number of redesignations from each primary account
(produced by Pat Anderson in November 1996). (Tab 7, Doc )

3.8 Copy of page from the Compliance fund’s FEC report shows first transfer of
$27,691.51 (Tab 7, Doc L); the following Doc M is a copy of a note made part of the same
compliance report, referring to the amount $27,691.51 as the sum of a group of "redesignated”
contributions. These reports were produced by Little Rock staff and sent 10 FEC.

39 Doc N, O, P, 3, R, and S in Tab 7, are copies of subsequent Compliance fund
FEC reporis prepared in Little Rock and notes regarding the redesignated amounts.

3.10  POC’s data "reconciliation” project also shows that the CPC made
the transfers based on batches of redesignation statements and that the FEC auditors apparently
were never allowed to see those documents. {Tab 14)

3.11  Transfers were made from both the regular general operating accounting (GOA) and
the "Suspense™ account, as shown in the summary in Tab 7, Doc A.
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4.0

The FEC auditors advised the CPC general counsel and accountant of their andit
findings at an "exit conference” in October 1993.

The auditors stated all assets (referving to the Suspense account assets
and also, by then, the transfers to the Compliance fund) must be applied
toward paying the CPC’s debis before money can be transferred.

The auditors stated the CPC couid not legally request matching funds

for deposit into the primary bank account while at the same time transferring
money out of the primary bank account to a related committee.

The auditors stated matching funds, given Clirton’s post-nomination status of
"ineligibility,” should only be paid if on the DATE OF PAYMENT the

CPC had net outstanding campaign obligations; by law, matching

funds could not be viewed as a receivable asset.

The auditors viewed the redesignation statements simply as "not permissible.”

At first, the CPC defended the efficacy of the signed redesignation
statements -- but never stated who had obtained them.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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4.1 At the Exit conference, October 1993, FEC auditors told the CPC they

planned to recommend a matching funds repayment of $3,872,000. The auditors stated the
repayment amount was calculated by correctly applying all of the CPC’s assets

toward paying its debts and obligations. (Remember, in its original NOCO statements

to the FEC, the CPC did not reveal assets deposited in the "Suspense” account.

From Exit Notes, Tab 26, page 8:

The repayment resulting from amouats received in excess
of entitlement resulted from [the auditors] applying [all
of the CPC’s] private contributions to the NOCO

up to last matching fund payment.

4.2 Ineligible-status candidates are entitled to federal money

. . . provided that on the date of payment there are remaining net
outstanding campaign obligations.

(from FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 82)
4.3 The CPC had not used its money to pay debts. From Exit Notes, Tab 26, page 8:

The Committee had instead transferred much of the post date of
ineligibility contributions to the ...GELAC [Compliance fund].

4.4 Utrecht strongly disagreed with the FEC auditors. From Exit Notes, Tab 26, page 8:

L[yn] Ultrecht] stated the committee strongly disagreed that any
repayment was due and no further discussion was held.

4.5 In her written response to the Exit conference, Utrecht defends redesignations.
From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 85:

The Committee disputes the auditors' assertion that these
contributions could not be redesignated to the GELAC. That
assertion is contrary to law. Those contributors properly and
legally designated those contributions in writing for the GELAC
pursuant to 11 CFR Section 110.[1] and the auditors cannot prohibit
the Commitiee from maintaining those centributions in the GELAC.
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4.6 Utrecht did not change the auditors opinion; they continued to hold that the
redesignation statements were not permissible. From page 44, FEC Interim Audit Report,
Tab 4, Doc R:

With respect to the propriety of the redesignation, 11 C.F.R 110.1
is not the relevant regulation. That regulation specifies the
procedures and time limitations that apply to a redesignation when
a redesignation is appropriate. As stated above, 11 CFR
9003.3(a)(1)(1i1) clearly states that the redesignations pursued

by the Committee were not permissible. That section states that
only if no remaining primary expenses are to be paid, may primary
contributions not in excess of the contributors’ limit be
redesignated to the compliance fund.

4.7 The FEC Interim Audit Report (April 1994) gave the CPC an opportunity to
give more evidence that repayment was not warranted. From FEC Interim Audit Report, Tab 4,
Doc Q, page 45:

The Audit staff recommends that within 30 calendar days of service
of this report, the Committee provide evidence to demonstrate that
it did not receive matching funds in excess of entitlement.

Absent such a demonstration, the Audit staff will recommend that
the Commission make an initial determination that the Committee
repay $3,674,353 to the U.S. Treasury. This amount is subject to
change upon further review.

- Anderson Report - Tab 2 - Documentary With References - Page 11 of 111




5‘0

Between the time of the Exit conference in October 1993 and the FEC
auditors’ Interim Audit Report in April 1994, the CPC had time

to see the repayment handwriting on the wall — the Andersons believe
the CPC’s counsel, Lyn Utrecht, must have known the CPC was in for a
huge repayment long before the Exit conference.

She must have known that what actually happened -- the

CPC took matching funds money from the FEC based on "need” while
simultaneously shifting “excess” assets to the Compliance fund -~ was not
something the Democratic Commissioners could support, no matter how
much they wanted to. Another strategy would be required if the

CPC was to avoid a huge repayment.

The CPC, in an incredible reversal, unveiled in July 1994 a “new"
strategy which no longer encompassed the redesignation statements.

Utrecht’s new strategy asserted the contributions received by the
Primary Committee after Clinton’s nomination were not properly
designated to the Primary Committee. If not properly designated for
the "last” election (the primary) then the contributions rightfully
belonged to the "next” election (being ihe Clinton/Gore Compliance
fund). She (and eventually the Democratic Commissioners) ignored the
fact that the federal izw cited obviousy applied to Senate and

House campaigns. She also ignored the fact that millions of dollars in
contributions received after Clinfon’s nomination had been matched
(only primary contributions may be matched).

Lyn Utrecht’s "new"” strategy completely abandoned the redesignation
statements -- calling them "superfluous” - and claimed the

contributions that had been transferred to the Compliance fund
belonged there all along -- therefore redesignations were not necessary!

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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5.1 Utrecht’s statements (July 1994) revealed a "new” strategy (0 keep the money.
From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 39:

The auditors argue that these amounts were improperly redesignated
from the Primary Commitiee to the Compliance Fund and

therefore should be transferred back to the Primary and included

as assets of the Primary Commitiee.

52 Utrecht stated auditors had wrong perspective -- no "re"designation was necessary.
From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 35 & 40:

This position is incorrect for numerous reasons set out more fully
below, including the following: first, under 11 C.F.R.
110.1(b)2)(ii), over $2,444,557 of these contributions were in

fact contributions to the Compliance Fund and no redesignation was
necessary. . . .

53 Utrecht argued the contributions belonged in the general election’s Compliance fund.
From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 40:

. . . [A] contribution not designated in writing is considered a
contribution for the next election after the

contribution is made. Thus, contributions received after the date
of the primary or nominating convention, as applicable, are
considered for the general election.

5.4 Utrecht argued the contributions the auditors considered redesignated were not
properly designated to the primary and therefore are not primary contributions.
From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 40:

The auditors focused here on whether these contributions were
properly redesignated to the Compliance Fund, but,

in fact, in order to have been considered primary contributions in
the first instance, the regulations required that they be
designated in writing for the primary. Very few of them

were so designated.

5.5 The bold typeface shown in items 5.3 and 5.4 above are Utrecht’s original bold

in CPC’s Interim Audit Response, emphasizing that the contributions "legally" belong to the
Clinton/Gore Compliance fund (the only "next election” possible) because they were not properly
"designated in writing" for the primary just ended. She makes the case that REdesignations

are not necessary if the contributions were not properly designated to begin with.

-
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5.6 Republican Commissioner Potter would later say that this argument was contrary
to law. From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 78:

The argument is that cur regulations say that if you get money
after the date of one election, if it is not designated, it

is presumed to be for the next election. That regulation
obviously applies to House and Senate committees.

5.7 As a former siaff lawyer at the FEC, Utrecht must have known if the three Democratic
Commissioners would see her view of the arguments -- which they did, especially regarding the
"designated in writing” requirement -- the CPC would avoid full repayment and the money
transferred to the Compliance fund would remain there. (Refer to Democratic

‘Reasons’, Tab 21, Doc AA and FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27.)
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6.0

Utrecht covered up the CPC’s responsibility for treating the
contributions as primary contributions and as if redesignation
statements were needed before the money could be transferred to
the Compliance fund. Had FEC auditors or general counsel known
that the CPC had obtained the redesignation statements and made
transfers based on batches of the “in writing” statements,

it would have refuted Utrecht’s "new” strategy.

Utrecht’s explanation for the existence of 38,000 redesignation
statements -- documents which the CPC had obtained nearly two
years earlier but which could now shoot holes through the “new”
strategy -- was to

state to the FEC auditors that the CPC’s vendor which processed its
the contributions obtained the redesignation statements.

Utrecht coolly blamed an innocent vendor for the CPC action.

She stated the vendor, the Andersons’ firm, obtained the “unnecessary”
documents without the knowledge of the CPC’s staff and for the
financial incentive stipulated in the Andersons’ contract (which, she
added had been negotiated not by her but by the CPC’s original counsel).

Thereafter, the FEC regarded the signed statements as "a mistake by a
former vendor” and thus insignificant in any official or legal sense
-~ certainly not proof of the CPC’s wrongdoing -- which they were.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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6.1 Utrecht claimed the CPC had nothing to do with the REdesignations.
From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 40:

The auditors focused here on whether these contributions were
properly redesignated to the Compliance Fund, but,

in fact, in order to have been considered primary contributions in
the first instance, the regulations required that they be

designated in writing for the primary. Very few of them

were so designated. The Committee’s vendor who processed these
contributions treated them as “redesignations” even though they
were not. That vendor’s contract had been negotiated early in the
campaign by the Committee’s original counsel and included an
incentive for the vendor to treat contributions as though
additional documentation or affidavit was necessary. Under the
contract, the vendor received an additional amount per
contribution for which additional documentation or affidavit was
obiained. The Committee staff did not see these contributions
until well after the election, but relied solely on the vendor’s
expertise to handle the contributions appropriately.

6.2 After falsely blaming the Andersons for obtaining them, the CPC boldly stated
that the redesignation statements were proof the contributor wanted the contribution
to go to the Compliance fund. From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 41:

In those instances where they were not totally superfluous the
‘redesignations’ sought and obtained by the Committee’s

vendor merely serve as confirmation that the contributors intended
these contributions to be made to the Compliance Fund since there
may have been some ambiguity in the way in which the checks were
made out or in the unsigned cards that were attached to the checks.

6.3 Throughout her Response, Utrecht disassociates the CPC from the true origin and purpose
of the redesignation statements. From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 41:

The ‘redesignations’ obtained by the Committee’s vendor, although
redesignation was a misnomer, serve as documentation of the
contributors’ intent to make contributions to the Compliance Fund.

6.4 Utrecht’s false, harsh statements tumed the redesignation statements into "a mistake
by a former vendor” (FEC General Counsel’s Opinion, Tab 21, Doc A, bottom page 158).

6.5 From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, Page 90, comment by FEC General
Counsel Lawrence Noble:
Yes, but if their [the CPC} seeking a redesignation is to mean
anything, and the Commitiee [CPC] claims it was a mistake, but if it
is not looked at as a mistake, then what it shows is that they [CPC]
first recognized these as primary contributions, and then as Com. Aikens
says, the regulation comes into play and says that they cannot
redesignate these as long as they have debt.
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7.0
Why did Utrecht need to coverup, by blaming a veador, the true
origin of the redesignation statements?

Because the “in writing" proof of designation Utrecht was
=4 aow claiming was necessary - but lacking — was manifest
+4 in the redesignation statements.

N Tronically, the CPC had obtained — but now needed

W to coverup and disassociate itself from — the evidence
a that the contributions were properly designated in order
to clear the way so it could claim proper designation
"in writing" dida’t exist!

g bl

Tae Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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7.1 Utrecht's new arguments completely ignored, indeed were contrasy to, the

fact that months earlier the CPC had thanked 55,600 contributors for their primary
contribution - the very contributions she was now arguing were NOT primary coatributions.
Her new arguments also ignored the fact that in the same letter, the CPC requested

that the contributor sign over the primary contribution to the Compliance fund. In her

new arguments, Utrecht was stating that the contributions, being undesignated, belonged in
the Compliance fund straight away and that redesignation statements were unnecessary. The
CPC’s affirmative act of seeking and obtaining the redesignation statements was in

and of itself evidence to refute Utrecht’s new arguments. (Sample letter Tab 4, Doc E)

7.2 Add the fact that 38,000 of the contributors signed the REdesignation
statements and returned them to the CPC’s Little Rock headquarters and the fact that
the CPC then used the statements as the basis for making $2,444,557 in transfers to
the Compliance fund -- and you have the corker.

7.3 If that were not enough, unless the CPC was ready 10 call its own

actions unwarranted and its contributors too stupid to know what they were doing by
responding to the CPC’s request, the signed redesignation statement provided
"designated in writing" evidence that the donor’s original intent was to contribute to the
primary. It was only after being requested by the CPC to do so, did the
contributor sign over the primary contribution to the Compliance fund. (Actal
signed statement Tab 4, Doc F; complete set used as basis for transfer in Tab 6)

7.4 Utrecht must have known that the Democratic Commissioners could not support her
"new arguments” unless the CPC’s past affirmative actions of secking and obtaining the
statzments could be covered up. And, most importanily, she had to somehow cbscure the
fact that the contributor-signed documents were, in fact, the "designated in writing”

proof that her new arguments claimed did not exist.

7.5 Utrecht accomplished this by giving the FEC false information about the

origin of the redesignation statements. Her intent must have been to discredit the validity
of the redesignation statements by discrediting the ‘why and how’ they came into existence.
She covered up the relationship between the batches of redesignation statements and the
transfers by withholding relevant documents from the auditors and claiming the transfers
were based on an "analysis” the CPC had made after the fact.
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8.0

Utrecht had covered up the CPC’s responsibility for seeking

and obtaining the redesignation statements by blaming the Andersons’
firm. How did she plan to coverup the fact that the 15 transfers
made from the CPC’s bank account to the Compliance fund’s

bank account for $1.4 million was based on 15 batches of signed
redesignation statements?

Utrecht again made a completely false statement when she informed
the FEC that the CPC performed an "analysis” on the

contributions the CPC received after Clinion was nominated

but which were not submitted for matching funds and determined
how much could be transferred. She stated that the CPC could have
transferred approximately $2.7 million and that accounted for the
$2.4 million that was transferred.

Utrecht made no mention of the 15 batches of redesignation
statements that correlated precisely with the amounts of money
transferred.

The auditors apparently never saw the documents relating to
the batches of redesignation statements. Thus, Utrecht covered up

the correlation of 15 transfers to redesignation statements with
an inventive "analysis."”

The Anderson Report's supporting references are:
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8.1 Utrecht had to somehow account for the $2,444,557 that had been transferred

to the Compliance fund and keep from the FEC the evidence that there was a strict correlation
betweea the batches of redesignation statements and the 15 bank transfers, both of which

added up to exactly $2,444.557. From the CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 41:

Of the contributions received after the date of ineligibility and

not submitted for matching, more than $2,773,327 was neither
clearly designated for the primary or primary debt nor accompanied
by a signed written designation for the primary or primary debt.
The Committee’s analysis of these contributions is attached as
Exhibit 3 to the General Committee Response. These contributions
were not, therefore, primary contributions because they did not
meet the requirement of 11 C.F.R. 110.1(b){(4). This number
accounts for the $2,444,557 transferred from the Primary Committee
and the Suspense account to the Compliance Fund, and thus, these
funds are not property considered primary contributions
redesignated to Compliance.

8.2 Thus the CPC covered up and otherwise obscured from the FEC auditors

the fact that it made 15 transfers of money each of which correlated exactly with a
"batch” of redesignation statements; the sum of individual staternents within each batch
equals the exact amount transferred. The Anderson Report’s factual references for the
transfers the CPC made are in sections 3.0 through 3.10 and documents are in Tab 7.

8.3 It is apparent that the auditors were never allowed to examine the original

batches of redesignation statements, the files on the Compliance fund’s computer
maintained by Allen Wegehoft, or any documents relating to POC'’s data "reconciliation”
project. POC summarized the data reconciliation project in two, 3-inch binders, a set of
which was sent to Utrecht in April 1993. (Reconciliation project documents are in Tab 14.)
Two of the original three sets still exist and they are currently in the possession of the
Andersons.

8.4 The correlation between the transferred amounts and batches of redesignation
statements is not mentioned or referred to in any FEC audit documents, yet substantial
documentation and proof exists, much of it presented in this Report, that there

is a strict correlation. A complete copy of the first "batch” of redesignation

statements used by the CPC to make a transfer also exists and is included in this Report
(Tab 6). There can be no doubt that the transfers were made based on redesignation
statements and not on the "analysis” referred to by Utrecht.
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9.0

Lyn Utrecht heaped criticism on the Andersons
and their firm, Public Office Corporation,
while defending alt other vendors.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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9.1 After an examination of Utrecht's harsh and defamatory statements about

the Andersons, which the auditors repeated throughout the final audit report, it becomes
obvious that these statements were concocted solely to portray the Andersons and their
firm, POC, to the FEC as highly unethical and incompetent. Neither the FEC nor readers
of the Final Audit Report (a document which has the appearance of containing, at the very
least, thoughtful and factual findings) would have no way of knowing, or even suspecting,
that the Clinton Primary Committee’s gratuitously harsh and defamatory statements were
simply an element in their scheme to keep some $3 million it was not entitled to.

Utrecht led the FEC to believe, and had to make it plausible for it to believe, that the
Andersons were capable of initiating and executing a massive, "superfluous,” project of
sending a letter to §5,000 contributors, sign the letter with a facsimile of Bill

Clinton's signature, and receive and process the 38,000 signed statements that were
returned -- all WITHOUT the CPC’s knowledge -- with the motive of increased fees.

But the Andersons, in addition to having absolutely no responsibility for the seeking or
obtaining of the redesignation statements, performed their responsibilities superbly for

the CPC as shown in the discussion and documents in Tabs &, 10, and 11. Pat

Anderson was warmly and openly praised by Christine Vamey, the CPC’s second general
counsel, for POC’s excellent services at the office of Hogan and Hartson on September 24,
1992 (Utrecht, Yates, Keeley Ardman, and Patty Reilly also in atiendance).

Keeley Ardman was POC’s direct supervisor in Little Rock Headquarters and was also
head of the CPC’s compliance reports. Patty Reilly is an attomey and augmented
Ardman’s effort in compliance related matters. Both were also involved with the Audit.

9.2 Contrary to Utrecht’s false characterization that the Andersons performed
unnecessary services just to increase their fees, the Andersons were not greedy. They
carefully itemized each invoice and charged the CPC according to its fee schedule.
The contract and invoices in Tab 25 bear this out. Not only were the Andersons not
greedy, they were very generous. As discussed in Tab 5, due to high volume, the
Andersons, at their own initiative, lowered fees to the CPC, saving the CPC

more than $130,000.

9.3 The following false and defamatory statement by Lyn Utrecht, made in the
CPC’s Interim Audit Response (Tab 23, page 2 and discussion in Tab 8), makes the
Andersons appear urresponsible:

. . . [These misstatements were essentially due to errors by
one of the Committee’s computer vendors who failed to
reconcile her records to the accounting data and bank
reconciliation provided to her by the Committee’s accounting

department,

The CPC never gave Pat Anderson accounting data and bank reconciliations to which to
reconcile at any time during 1992 and the FEC auditors were never allowed to examine
Andersons’ extensive records.
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94  The FEC auditors were oot given any records either. From FEC Final Audit
Report, Tab 28, bottom page 9:

The Committee did not maintain workpapers, bank
reconciliations or other records which demonstrated how the
amounts contained on its disclosure reports were prepared.
Absent such information, the Audit staff was not able to
identify the reasons for the misstatements described above.

Although the Audit staff had requested all workpapers and
bank reconciliations during the pre-audit inventory and
during fieldwork, none was provided which related to the
original reports filed with the Commission.

The Report’s documents concentrated in Tabs 4 through 14, are samples of workpapers

and other records the FEC wanted to examine but were never given the opportunity.

The FEC auditors had to request documents directly from the CPC and the auditors

never saw any of Pat Andersons’ records. But the CPC, who began paying storage on

the workpapers and documents in July 1993, must have known about them (Tab 8, Doc NN
and GO). An inventory of the documents, which itemizes 16 notebooks for

“compliance,” s in Tab 24, back of Doc AA.1)

9.5 Even though the auditors were satisfied with the amendments, for which POC
prepared all the contributor data, Utrecht made another faise and defamatory
statement. From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 3; discussion Tab 8:

The Commitiee further notes that many of the errors occurred
during June, July and August of 1992. During this period, the
Committee experienced significant difficulties with the

vendor preparing the Primary Committee’s reports.

9.6 The following false and defamatory statement appeared as part of the CPC’s
explanation for use of a Little Rock computer, an issue in which POC was not involved.
From Attachment 5, FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 122:

Data necessary for preparation of amendments necessary to
debt schedules originally prepared by POC covering inception
through March, 1993 has been reconstrucied by the Committee.
Amended reports were prepared and filed.

Amazing. The CPC used "POC" again as a scapegoat - this time as the excuse for
buying a computer. Documents in Tab 9 show that POC assisted the CPC during the
first months of the campaign in putting its data in a format acceptable to the FEC.
Beginning May 1992, the CPC produced its own schedules entirely independent of POC,
often sending the schedules to the FEC directly from Little Rock. To blame POC for the
Debts and Obligations data is ludicrous on another count; POC simply never had in its
possession the source documents which reflected the CPC’s debts or obligations. POC
couldn’t have possibly put together the debts and obligations schedules -- but the FEC
auditors didn’t know that.
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9.7 The following statement misleads the FEC into thinking the CPC
began in "late 1992" to rely upon its own staff for services POC was providing.
From Autachment 5, FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 122:

During late 1992 and early 1993, the Commitiee began the
difficult task of moving the POC maintained data to Committee
computer in Arkansas.

The CPC did not begin to pull away from POC in late 1952 (except to get a copy of POC’s
main database to merge with a political database); the CPC did not receive its final copy

of the contributor and other financial data from POC until December 1993. POC led the way
in helping the Little Rock accounting depariment gets its data balanced and prepared the
amendments which Lyn Utrecht filed from her offices in July 1993. POC filed the CPC’s
compliance reports for the 3rd quarter of 1993. Documents in Tab 10.

9.8 The following misleading statement gives a negative impression of POC’s matching
funds capabilities; here Utrecht is trying to make the case that the CPC could have

received more matching funds if only its vendor (POC) hadn’t processed the contributions
so slowly. From CPC'’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, page 42:

Second, this method results in unfaimness to a candidate who
processes contributions more slowly. For example, if
contributions received during one month are not processed
fast enough to be included [in] the submission at the
beginning of the following month, then there can be a two
month delay in receiving the funds.

Additional information about this misleading and defamatory statement is in Tab 11.
Documents there show that POC kept up with the processing of contributions for matching
funds and processed contributions as received from Litle Rock. The POC report marked
Document G shows that all contributions received during the month of May, including
right through the last day of the month, were submitted for matching on the June |
submission. Note that May 29th was a Friday and May 30th a Saturday. That matching
funds report was paid by the FEC near the end of ithe month of June. The contribution
deluge began in June. The matching fund report submitted in July that contained the
June contributions was paid at the end of July, two weeks after Clinton had entered

the period of ineligibility. Thus, POC was absolutely current for all possible matching
funds payments paid by the FEC prior to Clinton’s period of ineligibility.

The Andersons include reports and deposit information that show that their processing
of contributions was very fast and, prior to Clinton's period of ineligibility, kept

up with submitting contributions for matching -- sometimes as quickly as the same day
the contribution was deposited in the bank. The CPC also benefitted from POC’s high
accuracy ratings. POC was especially innovative, aggressive, and timely in its
processing of affidavits, a remarkable and error-free facet of the matching funds
submissions which alone added $1,477,506 to the total matching funds paid to the CPC
that it otherwise would not have received payment for.
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9.9  There is a glaring contrast between Utrecht’s defamatory statements about the
Andersons and her statements defending the actions of the other committee vendors;
for example, from CPC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, page 7:

For instance, the Audit staff has included in its analysis of
extensions of credit, situations involving obvious clerical

and bookkeeping mistakes which were rectified by the
Committee and vendor prior to Commission action. To penalize
the Committee for rectifying administrative and clerical

errors, penalizes the Commitiee for making a good faith

effort to voluntarily comply with the law and accordingly
undermines one of the basic tenets of federal election law. . .

It is worth noting that though the FEC auditors complained about certain "misstatements” and
certain itemization errors, they clearly stated the information had been corrected in the
amendments (prepared by POC). The FEC auditors were not, and did not, make any repayment
recommendations or even suggest a fine or the like, for any matters relating to the "misstatements”
or the itemization errors. Nevertheless, Utrecht made harsh, defamatory statements about the
CPC vendor.

Again, Utrecht defends other CPC vendors, from CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, page 8:

In several instances, the vendors inadvertently made
bookkeeping errors in the billing process. . . . Inadvertent
bookkeeping errors are unavoidable in the operation of any
business and, therefore, are within the normal and ordinary
course of business. Moreover, in each instance, the attached
affidavits demonstrate that the vendors clearly intended to
comply with the law by providing evidence of a signed
contract, or reasonable explanations such as obvious
bookkeeping errors, later discovered and immediately
rectified. Most imporiantly, the vendors and Committee
rectified these errors as soom as discovered. To penalize
vendors and the Commiittee where inadvertent mistakes were
made and immediately rectified upon discovery would seriously
undermine the Commission’s mission to encourage voluntary
compliance. In fact, it would discourage parties from
rectifying innocent errors.

9.10  In contrast to 9.9 above, Utrecht heaped so much criticism on POC that the
auditors reminded the CPC it was still responsible. From FEC Final Audit Repon,
Tab 28, bottom page 10:

Irrespective of such vendor probiems, the Committee itself,
and its treasurer, have the responsibility of complying with
2 U.S5.C. 434(b)(3)(A) and 11 CFR 104.3(a)(4).
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10.0

Did the FEC staff and Commissioners treat Utrecht’s
false statements as truthful and factuai?

More imporiantly, did the false information influence
the audit oatcome.

The answer: Absolutely!

The Andersen Report’s supporting references are:

-
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10.1 The intent of Utrecht’s most egregious false statement must have been to

mislead the FEC into thinking that the CPC had no imowledge of, and no responsibility for,
seeking and obtaining over 38,000 redesignation statements. Given Utrecht’s arguments
that the contributions in question were not properly designated to the primary “in the

first instance,” the CPC could not afford for anyone at the FEC to know that the CPC had
treated the contributions as properly designated primary contributions and had itself

asked the contributor to REdesignate the contribution to Compliance.

The following are excerpts from various documents which indicate that Utrecht's false
statements were interpreted by those at the FEC as Utrecht intended:

10.2 The auditors repeated Utrecht’s completely false version of "by whom and why"
the redesignation statements were obtained. From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom
page 87:

The Committee states that the redesignations were obtained by

the vendor who [sic] processed the contributions for the Committee
without the Committee’s knowledge. The explanation suggests
that due to provisions in that vendor’s contract, the vendor

stood to gain by sending the redesignation requests.

10.2 The FEC's general counsel stated his understanding in his opinion.
From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 158:

The Primary Committee contends that the redesignations were
performed by mistake by a former vendor.

Note that the above comment puts together the blame and POC. POC was the only vendor
whose relationship with the CPC (it was announced in Attachment 5, Final Audit Report)
would be terminated, hence the use of the FEC general counsel’s use of the word "former”
in referring to the vendor, that is POC.

10.4 From a comment by Mr. Joe Stoltz (FEC Audit Division) during the Commission
meeting. From the FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 34:

. - . [A]nd that therefore, the redesignations were

unnecessary to transfer these amounts, and were a mix-up of
some sort with the Committee’s computer vendor and should not
have been sent te begin with.
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10.5 Democratic Commissioner Thomes stated at the Commission meeting the vendor
obtained the redesignation statements. From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 56:

Their vendor went so far as to cover themselves and get what
they were calling redesignations.

10.6 And, Democratic Commissioner McGarxy states:
I think even if it was wrong to get the redesignation, that
they properly did within 60 days, it wasn't something that
the contributor wasa't a party to.

(Also from FEC Opening Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 91)
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11.0

Utrecht’s deftly turned written proof of the Clinton Primary
Committee’s wrongdoing into a "mistake by a former vendor.”

Blaming the vendor for greedily obtaining the redesignation
statements by “mistake,” set up Utrecht’s arguments that the
contributions in question were "non-primary” contributions, an
argument that the Democratic Commissioners supported. The tie
3-3 Commissioner vote allowed the CPC to reduce by nearly
$3,000,000 the amount it had to repay the U.S. Treasury.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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1i.1 The following comment by Lawrence Noble, general counsel at the FEC,
indicates that bad the FEC known that the redesignations were not a mistake, the |
applicable regulation would force the CPC’s full repayment and a reversal of the

tranfers to the Compliance fund. From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27,
Page 90, emphasis added:

Yes, but if the seeking of a redesignation is to mean

anything, and the Committee claims it was a mistake, but

if it is not looked at as a mistake, then what it shows

is that they {the Primary Commitiee] first recognized these

as primary contributions, and then as [Republican] Com. Aikens
says, the regulation comes into play and says that they cannot
redesignate these as long as they had debt.

11.2 The following dialogue shows where Democratic Commissioner Thomas came
close to a defining moment regarding the redesignations but caught hirmself and backed off.
The dialogue is quoted below, beginning with Commissioner Thomas and is from the

FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 92:

Commissioner Thomas: Joe, aren’t all the monzes that are at
issue that were moved over to GELAC in fact redesignated?

Mr. Stoltz: They are, assuming that the redesignation was
permissible, however, if it is assumed they were primary
{contributions] to begin with and required a redesignation,
then I think 9003.3 comes into play, and the redesignaton
wouldn’t have been permissible to start with.

Commissioner Thomas: If.
Mr. Stoltz: If.

11.3 The CPC was ultimately required to repay only $1,072,344 of the nearly

$4 million in overpaid matching funds. Due to other factors in the audit, the repayment
of matching funds alone would have been more than $3,000,000 if the CPC had not been
able to pull off its scheme of declaring primary contributions NOT primary contributions,
beginning on the arbitrary date of August 6, 1992. Central to the successful scheme was
the CPC'’s ability to place the responsibility of the redesignation statements on

the Andersons and thus Utrecht’s false statements turned the CPC’s proof of
wrongdoing into a "mistake by a former vendor.” (Tab 21, Doc A, botiom page 158)
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2.9

‘The FEC's audit of the 1992 Cliston for President Committee (Clinton
Primary Committee or CPC) was coatroversial -- from the time the
auditors recommended repayment of a record $4.3 million to the time
the final decision was made to reduce it to $1.4 million.

That the FEC auditors, its general counsel, and the Republican
Commissioners opposed the Clinton Primary Committee’s “legal®
argument to avoid repayment is well known. That only the Democratic
Comumissioners supported the CPC’s argument is well kmown. That
the ensuing Commissioners® tie vote had the effect of rejecting the
auditor’s repayment recommendation. That the tie vote left a slew of
people who thought that the CPC had been allowed to violate two
election laws is also history.

What was not known at the time, however, by parties on either side of
the controversy, was that the most significant, underlying “facts of
information” the CPC had supplied to the FEC in support of its

one legal argument to avoid repayment was nothing more than a string
of false and misleading statements.

The Arnderson report shows that at the time the referenced opinions
were written, the partics on both sides of the controversy were
treating completely false and misleading statements as true and
factual. The false information, treated as truth, paved the way for
the Democratic Commissioners to support the Clinton Primary
Commiittee. On the other hand, the false information, treated as
truth, provided an insurmountabie stumbling block for those who
opposed the CPC’s argument,

The referenced opinions are:
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12.1 Did the FEC Commissioners’ 3-3 vote allow the 1992 Clinton Committees to
viclate election law?

Yes, stated the FEC’s auditors -- reference Tab 28, pages 82-95 of FEC Final Audit Report
of the Clinton Committee and Tab 27, the FEC Open Meeting Transcript.

Yes, stated the FEC's general counsel and legal staff, in an opinion regarding the audit
findings for the CPC - reference to Tab 21, Doc A, bottom pages 157-159 and
Tab 27, FEC Open Meeting Transcript.

Yes, stated the FEC's general counsel and legal staff, in an opinion regarding the audit
findings for the Clinton/Gore 92 Compliance and general election committee - reference Tab
21, Doc B, bottom pages 119-122.

Yes, stated the Republican Commissioners in their "Statemest of Reasons” regarding the
Clinton for President Committee final audit cutcome — reference Tab 21, Doc C.

Yes, stated the concerned citizens who filed MUR 4192 — reference Tab 22, Doc A.

Yes, stated the FEC's General Counsel and legal staff, in an opinion regarding MUR 4192,
when they found the CPC violated two election laws - reference Tab 21, Doc D, page

16 and 18.

Yes, stated the Republican Commisioners in their "Statement of Reasons” reganding their
vote on MUR 4192 -- reference Tab 21, Doc E.

Yes, stated the interested citizens' group which filed suit against the FEC for failing to
enforce the election laws -- reference Tab 22, Doc B, U.S. District Court Case 1:95CV01923.

Yes, stated various analysts and commentators in the election and iobbying community -
reference Tab 21, Doc F and all G's.

12.2 The Commmissioners’ 3-3 tie vote did not allow the 1992 Clinton Primary
Committee to violate election laws -- rather the concept of public financing of presidential
elections was "furthered.”

So stated the Democratic Commissioners in their "Statement of Reasons” regarding the
Clinton for President Committee final audit outcome -- reference Tab 21, Doc AA.

So stated the Democratic Commissioners in their “Statement of Reasons” regarding their
vote on MUR 4192 -- reference Tab 21, Doc RB.
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13.0

Utrecht asked the Andersons to destroy the Clinton Primary Committee’s
original data.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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13.1 Shortly after the Commission meeting on December 15, 1994, (which resulted

in a 3-3 vote that signified the Clinton scheme to defraud taxpapers of some $3 million
had succeeded), Utrecht calied for a meeting with Bill and Pat Anderson. The meeting was
held in POC offices on January 25, 1995. Note, at the time of the meeting, the Andersons
were still unaware Utrecht had made outrageous faise statements to the FEC about POC'’s
services. And, the Andersons did not know that the CPC had advised the FEC months
earlier that the relationship between the CPC and POC would be terminated as soon as
possibie.

13.2 In fact, the Andersons had been asked in September 1994 by Marsha Scott

and Mark Middleton, top White House aides, to submit proposals for POC to compile a large
database for the White House -- one that would be used as the initial fundraising tool for
President Clinton's 1996 reelection campaign. (Details of the White House Connection in
Tab 16.) Scott and Middleton stated to Pat Anderson what a good job POC had done for the
CPC during 1992. They stated to Pat Anderson at a meeting at the Hay-Adams Hotel on
September 13, 1994, that they would like to see POC do some more good work for Clinton in
1996. Scott arranged for Pat Anderson to talk to Erich Vaden at the White House, which she
did, and also asked POC, on several occasions during the fall of 1995, to submit

information and cost estimates for POC’s services for the 1996 reelection to the White

House. Because of the solicitous actions of two White House aides, it is easy to

understand why the Andersons were not prepared for what was about to happen at the meeting
with Utrecht.

13.3 Utrecht, with Yates and Wegehoft silently looking on, instructed the

Andersons to destroy the computer files of the Clinton campaign. They were instructed to
deposit everything they had in their possession that related to the 1992 campaign and
deposit it in the storeroom, which already held most of the records the Andersons had
generated during the 1992 Clinton campaign. Utrecht stated flatly the relationship
between the CPC and the Andersons would be terminated as soon as Allen Wegehoft completed
certain of his data conversions. The Andersons were told they would be asked to sign a
certification that they had complied with the instructions. The Andersons were stunned.

In the hours after Utrecht, Yates, and Wegehoft left POC’s offices, the Andersons couldn’t
see how Utrecht was aware that Scott and Middieton had been praising POC and asking for
proposals for future work while she was firing the Andersons.

13.4 Pat Anderson, who had worked very closely with Middleton throughout the

1992 campaign, remained confident that Scott and Middleton’s requests had been sincere and
that they wanted POC to participate in the 1996 reelection campaign. Ignoring Utrecht's
firing, Pat Anderson, who had heretofore submitted information to the White House only at
the request of Scott or Middleton, now decided to send to Scott and Middleton a full-blown
proposal for the 1996 reclection campaign. Bill Anderson, in the meantime, decided to
learn more about the final audit outcome and requested a copy of the Clinton committees’
final audit reports from the FEC.
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13.5 Anderson also wrote a letter to Utrecht on February 6, 1995, confirming Utrecht’s
instructions to POC (from Tab 24, Doc AA_1) and stating:

‘We have never been called upon during our 17 years in
business to destroy the total of a customer’s files.

13.6 Utrecht responded with her own letter dated February 16 (from Tab 24, Doc BB)
which states, among other things:

You will notify us just prior to the deletion of the last set
of files, and we will tender payment to you in full. Upon
deletion of the final files, you will sign a certification

that you no longer bave any copies of Clinton for President
data or records in any media or format.

I am giving you these instructions as Counsel to the
Committee, and instructing you that no one eise have
[sic] the authority to do so. As a Committee vendor,
you do not have the authority to discuss the Committee’s
records with anyone else or allow the documents 1o be
accessed by anyone else.
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14.0

The Andersons’ relationship with President Clinton and
Vice President Gore came to a shocking, sad, and abrupt end.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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14.1 By the time the Andersons received Utrecht’s ietter, they bad read about
the false and harshly defamatory statements the CPC made about them in the FEC’s Final
Audit Report regarding "misstatements” and "itemization” errors only.

The Andersons were very upset but believed that their excellent job in 1992 would speak
louder than Utrecht’s gratuitous remarks and made by her for unfathomable reasons. The
Andersons thought that those issues could be, and would be, resolved. Thus, the Andersons,
still unaware they had been used as a scapegoat, submitted an unsolicited proposal to
Marsha Scoit at the White House, dated February 23, 1995. Refer to Tab 16.

14.2 It wasn’'t until days later, when the Andersons took time to study the rest

of the final audit report, including the large section that had to do with excessive matching
funds payments, the last section in the audit report, that the Andersons realized they had

been used by the CPC as its scapegoat -- blamed for obtaining 38,000 redesignations that the
CPC, itseif, had obtained. It was at that point that the Andersons undersiood that the

smears against them at the beginning of the andit report were part of a larger plan and that
they had a major problem. Utrecht never contacted the Andersons again. As for Marsha
Scott, her requests for proposals and information for the White House to consider for the

1996 reelection also stopped. But information in the February proposal, the final in a

series of solicited proposals, was quoted by Utrecht’s attorney in legal documents months later.

14.3 The Andersons conclude that, if Scott and Middleion were not in on
Utrecht's scheme it shows that the first business the Andersons lost due to Utrecht’s
false statements was the 1996 Clinton/Gore reelection campaign.

The second business the Andersons lost after Utrecht’s false statements were published was

the account of Vice President Gore. He had been a client of POC’s since 1983 when he

first ran for the Senate. POC provided computer, software, and personnel support for his

1988 presidential primary campaign. After his 1990 reelection to the Senate, POC

successfully competed to retain his account, undergoing months and months of rigorous scrutiny.
Nevertheless, shortly after the Andersons filed suit, Gore pulied his database from POC.

(More information in Tab 20, Doc C and E.)

144 Letters, memo’s, and reprints of articles in Tab 20 reflect POC’s overall
good standing in the federal election community before Utrecht’s false statements.

Speaking generally, to state that a vendor obtained 38,000 of anything without the
knowledge of the client is very damaging and would reflect a highly unprofessional image
of the vendor. To state that what the vendor obtained was "superfluous” and performed
only to increase its fees, adds a degree of unethical behavior and greediness from which
it would be very difficult to recover. Add to that damage, another set of defamatory
comments that reflect very poorly on the vendor in other areas of its responsibility and
the vendor is automatically wiped out. That is exactly what Utrecht and the CPC did 1o
the Andersons and their very fine computer services firm, POC -- wiped them out.
Utrecht’s false, harsh, and defamatory remarks were repeated by the FEC and appeared in
official, truthful looking, audit reports which are distributed throughout the federal
election community.

14.5 And thus, the Andersons’ relationship with President Clinton and VP Gore, their most
famous clients, for whom they did their best work, came to a shocking, sad, and abrupt end.

-
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15.0

Contrary to Utrecht’s statements, the Andersons and the
CPC enjoyed a very good relationship.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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i5.1 Pat Anderson made a telephone sales call to the fledgling Clinton campaign

at which time she explained POC’s experience in matching funds and expenditure tracking
and offered POC’s services. She received this reply on October 8, 1991, (from

Tab 8, Doc A):

Thank you for contacting us regarding your interest in
helping Governor Clinton in his presidential campaign.

As the campaign progresses we will need a variety of
products and services. As we determine those needs we
will keep your offer in mind.

15.2 Weeks later, the CPC called on POC and the Andersons for help. The
CPC’s original counsel, David Ifshin, wrote on November 13, 1991 (from Tab 8, Doc B):

After an unsuccessful effort to assemble a capacity to do it
in-house, POC was finally given the green light to proceed.

fA]ls of this bour, we have not submitted to POC the
documentation necessary to certify the threshold
submission. . . .

15.3 From the moment POC and the Andersons stepped aboard the Clinton bandwagon

in November 1991, the Andersons worked hard and enjoyed a warm, professional relationship
with everyone on staff at the headquarters in Little Rock. It was exciting and fun. The
campaign headquarters staff in Little Rock and POC in Washington pulled together as a
"team." Pat Anderson wrote in a memo to the CPC on November 18, 1992

(from Tab 8, Doc C):

I want to thank everyone in Little Rock for their support
and cooperation during this past week . . . .

After the matching funds’ qualifying "threshold” report had been submitted to the FEC, POC
staff and the Andersons received flowers with the following note (from Tab 8, Dac E):

Thanks for the good job! You're terrific!
David Wilhelm [campaign manager], Keeley and the Clinton Campaign

15.4 Pat Anderson informed the CPC on December 4, 1991 (from Tab 11, Doc A):

The representative at the FEC, Ray Lisi, told me personally

that had the submission not been well organized and easy to
deal with (we had put all the documents into three-ring

binders and labeled everything well with tabs, etc.) they,

the FEC, would not have been able to 2pprove Governor Clinton
in time for him to make his first submission on December 2.
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Worse than Governor Clinton not being able to make a December submission for matching
funds would have been not baving his name announced at the same time as the other leading
Democratic candidates as having qualified to receive matching funds -- whick would have
been the case if POC hadn't been able to put the report together in time.

POC’s expert and timely work gave Clinton a boost at a critical political juncture. David
Ifshin told Pat Anderson at a meeting shortly after Clinton had been qualified by the FEC 10
receive matching funds: "POC saved Bill Clinton’s a--."

15.5 POC and the CPC continued their good relationship as evidenced by
the tone and contents of all correspondence (Tab 24) and miscellancous notes scribbled on
working papers, samples of which are shown in Tabs 8 and 10.

15.6 POC was careful, and considered it very important, to follow the rules and
regulations of the FEC. POC and the Andersons, on behalf of the Clinton Primary Committee,
developed and maintained a good working relationship with the FEC staff. Pat Anderson
wrote on November 18, 1992, (from Tab 8, Doc C):

I believe that they (the FEC] are sincerely trying to maintain
a helpful stance and as long as we are sensitive and responsive
to their needs, the interests of the Clinton Committee will
benefit greatly.

15.7 The Andersons developed and maintained a good relationship with the

contributors to the Clinton campaign as well. The following excerpt from the November 11,
1991, staff memo is just one example of how the Andersons guided their staff to do a good
job for, and bz a good reflection on, Governor Clinton and his campaign (from Tab 8, Doc F):

"Procedure to Use in Calling Clinton Contributors”

My name is '[state your] first name’’ and I am with the computer
company processing Gov. Clinton’s presidential contributions.
In order 10 process "your contribution”” Ineedthe . . . .

[Aliways say thank you - even if they are rude -
never be rude --

158 Bill Anderson, in addition to being the overall on-site manager, was

directly responsible for personnel, payroll, bookkeeping, billing, equipment, purchasing,
facility, communications, monitoring data entry, etc. Pat Anderson was responsibie for
the contributions data, the "paper” management of the maiching funds submissions
(including affidavits), printing thank-you letters, and coordinating, with the help of

Bill Anderson, the preparation of the monthly compliance reports. A million other
details, too numerous to list, were expertly and routinely processed by the POC staff.
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159  The overall procedure was that the CPC deposited the money in

Worthen National Bank in Little Rock and sent photocopies of its contribution checks,
along with deposit slips (example in Tab 11, Doc B & C), to POC in Washington via
overnight delivery. This system worked very well — not a single box was ever lost or
late. Copies of contribution checks and copies of monthly bank statements

comprised the documents routinely sent to POC.

15.10  POC installed a terminal and laser printer with a high speed modem in

Litile Rock headquarters; this gave the Little Rock staff a direct link to the contributor
data on POC’s computer. The link was used to “"view” contributor records, print reports,
and input the expenditure data. Except for copies of the CPC’s payroll checks,

which POC input, copies of the expenditure checks written by the CPC were never sent
to POC.

15.11  Keeley Ardman was in charge of the data eniry of the expenditure data
from Little Rock. Ardman's supervisor was David Watkins, the CPC’s operations
manager.

15.12  Pat Anderson worked closely with Ardman and Patty Reilly - speaking to
each of them several times a day. It was from Patty Reilly and Keeley Ardman that Pat
Anderson first learned of the CPC’s upcoming plans to send redesignation statements

-- the project was expected to begin right after POC prepared what would be the last
matching funds report, scheduled to be submitted to the FEC on September 1, 1992.
(Discussion in Tab 4)

15.13 On September 24, 1992, Pat Anderson was asked to meet with Christine

Varney of Hogan and Harntson, CPC counsel between Ifshin and Utrecht, to discuss the
upcoming audit and the CPC’s plans for filing a complete set of FEC reports, referred to as
amendments, that would supplant all previously filed reports with "perfect data.” Also at
the meeting were Lyn Utrecht, introduced to Pat Anderson as the attorney in charge of the
audit; Barbara Yates, CPA from Little Rock who managed the CPC’s accounting
department; and Keeley Ardman and Patty Reilly. Pat Anderson joined the group after they
had finished a private luncheon in the conference room. As Pat Anderson sat down,
Christine Vamney took a moment to warmly thank Pat and Bill, and their staff at POC, for
their very good work throughout the campaign. Everyone at the table nodded their head in
agreement. Pat Anderson recalls it was a wonderful day.
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Pat Anderson recalls that the CPC’s treatment of POC and the relationship
between the Andersons and the CPC changed abruptly.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are;
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16.1 Several days afier the friendly meeting at which Pat Anderson was warmly

praised by Christine Varney, Anderson received a letter from Vamey confirming several
matters discussed at the meeting. In addition, she asked Pat Anderson for a written
explanation of why POC had obtained, what she called, “back dated" redesignation
statements, referring to the 76 overlimit redesignation statements that were unusable.

Varney also stated that the primary reports must be amended; she stated the CPC

staff would work with POC’s staff to arnend the reports; she emphasized the urgency of
completing the amendments and stated they must be compieted by October 31, 1992. (Vamey
letter, Tab 24, Doc Q)

16.2 Pat Anderson was puzzled by the letter. Vamey, at that time, was the

busiest person in the campaign -- in charge of every legal aspect of both the Clinton
primary and the Clinton/Gore 92 general election committees. Why, after giving POC
virtually every instruction verbally through Ardman or Reilly throughout the most critical
months of the campaign, would she all of a sudden take the time to write a2 two-page letier
confirming relatively mundane things and ask for a written explanatior of 2 minor incident,
one that she must have known that Pat Anderson had already discussed with Patty Reilly?

16.3 Vamey’s letter and its future implications aside, Pat Anderson proceeded

to write a memo of explanation about the “"back-dated” overlimit redesignation statements.
A copy of the memo is in Tab 24, Doc R, and a complete discussion of what an “overlimit”
redesignation statement is and what POC obtained that wasn't to the liking of the

CPC is in Tab 13.

Briefly, overlimit refers to the portion of an individual's contribution that exceeds the
$1000 legal limit, i.e., over the limit. The FEC refers to the overlimit portion of
contributions as "excessives.” What matters about the overlimit or excessive portion of
the contribution is that the primary CPC may not keep it. The amount over the $1000
limit must be either refunded or redesignated to the Compliance fund.

16.4 By way of background, POC staff, under the supervision of Pat Anderson,

had made a continuous effort to resolve contributions that were over the $1000 limit and
either reattribute the money to another donor (such as a spouse), refund it, or ask the
contributor if they would like to redesignate the overlimit portion to the Compliance fund
that would soon be established. As each contributor was called, a notation was made on the
computer and a record of the conversation was noted on the telephone logs. The Clinton
legal department was months slower in establishing the Compliance fund than Pat Anderson
expected. All of the contributors who had gone over the limit had been asked verbally by
Pat Anderson to redesignate their overlimit amount to the Compliance fund. When the
Compliance fund was finally established, Anderson rationalized that perhaps, if the 76 or
so contributors affected by the passing of time redesignated their overlimit amount ‘as

of” the date they went over the limit, the CPC could still use the redesignation for

the Compliance fund.

At any rate, Anderson proceeded on her ‘as of date’ assumption, and using the suggested

text supplied by the CPC (Tab 13, Doc B & B.2), and obtained the overlimit redesignations.
Anderson assembled them and prepared a computerized listing which was sent to Little Rock.
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All of the affidavits were reviewed by the CPC and a total of $62,365 was transferred from the
primary CPC to the Compliance on August 11, 1992, based on Anderson’s batch of 169
overlimit redesignations (list in Tab 13, Doc FF). Note, this was the only batch of overlimit
redesignations transferred to Compliance that were obtained by POC and/or Pat Anderson.

As things progressed, and Anderson heard no comment about the date, she thought it best to
advise Patty Reilly of the date anomaly on 76 of the redesignation statements. Patty

Reilly hadn’t noticed the dates but afier checking on the matter, and came back to

Anderson that it wasn’t a good idea to use those affidavits -~ she stated the dates at

that point for those 76 overlimit contributions was outside of the 60 day limit and

refunds would have to be made. Patty stated that it might be a good idea to write

something to the file just in case there were ever any guestions. Pat agreed; but there

was no urgency about the memo and, with many other things to do, made a note to write the
memo after things calmed down. Since the overlimit contributions were now part of the
Compliance fund, it was from that fund that the 76 necessary refunds were made.

Cut of 169 overlimit redesignaticn statements POC obtained, 76 were unusable because of
the ‘as of” date anomaly. Note: only the overlimit portion of the 76 contributions were
refunded, not the entire amount of the contributions.

16.5 It is also worth stating, especially since the CPC, in its false

statements, also inferred that POC’s incentive in obtaining the 38,000 redesignation
statements (actually obtained by Little Rock) was financial, that POC’s unit charge for
obtaining the 76 overlimit redesignation statements was $3.50 each. $266.00 is not

exactly a financial incentive for POC considering the time involved to talk to the
contributor, generate and mail the affidavit to the contributor, process it upon its

return, mark the computer, prepare a list, and talk to Little Rock about them. And that

was before they were determined to be unusable. Further, the fact that POC had already
lowered its fees once and was about to do it again due to very high volume, when the
overlimit transfers were made, confirms it just doesn't make sense that POC would pump up
its revenues by all of $266.00 by deliberately obtaining statements that turned out to be unusable.

16.6 The following are excerpts from Anderson’s overlimit memo, full text is in
Tab 24, Doc R:
I would like to recount my actions and assumptions regarding
POC’s management {of the redesignation of overlimit
contributions], and, perhaps, it will at least document what
and why things happened the way they did.

We have some telephone logs dated as early as March 19, 1992,
where we discussed overlimit conditions with the

contribut[ors] and the option of getting a refund or
redesignating the overlimit amount to the legal and

compliance fund that was to be setup.

[Wlhere the contributor wanted to apply the overlimit amount

to the upcoming legal and compliance fund, we noted it and
marked the computer.
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I told her [Vamney] that I thought (correctly) that most
everyone we had talked to would return their affidavit
redesignating the excess.

I also re-stated in this letter the fact that they could

request a refund if they wished; I prepared the redesignation
statement with the amount to be redesignated already filled
out; I requested the contributor to date the statement as of
the date of their last contribution -- this is the date that
made them "overlimit” by whatever amount.

It seemed perfectly reasonable to me to do this. All of
these people had been talked to before.

In retrospect, I shouid have sought professional counsel on
such factors as dating the redesignations of excessives and
the interplay between that and the [date of the] GELAC fund
opening. I am sorry that I did not.

16.7  Anderson would state later (July 1993), in a memo to her husband (from Tab 24, Doc Z.2):

I wrote the memo in such a way as to take on as much responsibility
for it as possible -- clearly we acted on our own, as we have
in so0 many ways throughout this campaign.

16.8 Several days after the "overlimit" memo was sent to Patty Reilly,

another puzzling thing happened. Anderson recalls it was either Patty Reilly or Keeley
Ardman that called her with Lyn Utrecht’s instructions to send to Utrecht’s office in
Washington, D. C., all of the telephone logs referred to in Anderson’s memo. Of all the
things to worry about shortly before the November eiection, why would Utrecht want
possession of telephone logs showing that POC staff had talked to contributors months
earlier about the overlimit portion of their contributions?

The logs were significant, however, to Pat Anderson. The logs were the only documents
that couid clarify and substantiate what Anderson had stated in her "overlimit” memo. The
logs also demonstrated that POC staff routinely called and talked to hundreds of
contributors about all sorts of things necessary to obtain accurate and up-to-date
information so as to make the contributions acceptable and matchable.

16.9 Pat Anderson sent most of the logs but retained for her records a few pages of
early logs, as shown in Tab 13, Doc A. The logs were a nice reflection on POC's overall
management and Lyn Utrecht never comimented on the logs or why she wanted them in her
possession.

Anderson Report - Tab 2 - Documentary With References - Page 45 of 111



R Er

" j.

L R

L E N

17.0

The Clinton Primary Committee Used Pat Anderson’s Overlimit Memo
in U.S. District Court as Proof of POC’s “Mistakes."

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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17.1 Pat Anderson’s written explanation about the unusable overlimit

redesignation statements was used two years later in legal documents filed in U.S.
District Court, Washington, D.C., as ‘proof” that POC and the Andersons were making
mistakes and that obtaining 38,000 redesignation statements (the CPC had actually
obtained) was one of them.

17.2  Add that fact to Lyn Utrehct’s action of obtaining from POC, just days

after Anderson wrote her explanatory memo, POC’s telephone logs, the only documents that
could prove that what Anderson stated in her memo was true, it is easy to understand that
the Andersons began to view other statements in Varney’s letter as unusual.

In other words, Pat Anderson didn’t make much of it at the time, but given what has
happened, it is Pat’s opinion that Varney’s letter suggests things that were not a true
reflection of what was going on. For example, Vamey phrased her statements to sound like
the Little Rock staff would help POC clean up its data before filing the amendments, rather
than the other way around, which was the necessity and reality of the situation. She pegged
the filing deadline for the amendments on October 31, 1992, less than one month away. She
must have known the contributions side of the amendments, managed by POC, was the only data
that could be ready to go by that date. Yet she made it look as though POC was totally
responsible for all the data, including expenditures, thus setting POC up for missing a
specified deadline, or worse, being the reason that amendments had to be filed to begin

with.

Varney must have known that preparation for filing the expenditure side of the amendments,
which Yates and Utrecht managed in Little Rock, would go on for months and months, which
it did. Their activity is demonstrated by documents and notes in Tab 8 and 10.

17.3 The other puzzling thing about Christine Varney's letter was that it was void of the
spirit of cooperation and goodwill that characterized the meeting ten days earlier. Gone

was her tone of appreciation of POC. Surely all of POC’s goodwill earned by its hard

work and high quality services (and reduction of fees) was not absorbed by one incident
where the CPC had to refund portions of 76 contributions that would have had to be
refunded anyway. Nevertheless, Vamey's letter was copied to no less than four people,
including Lyn Utrecht.

To the casual reader, the Vamney’s letter might not seem the least bit out of line but

this letter is the first indication that the CPC was inordinately interested in the

overiimit redesignations obtained by POC for purposes other than a simple explanation for
the "files.” It appears to Pat Anderson that the CPC was already looking ahead to the day
when it might have to assert that the Andersons were making mistakes and missing deadlines.
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18.0
The 169 overlimii redesignations obtained by POC were in
no way connected to the massive project of cbiaining the

38,000 redesignation statements Utrecht was referring to in
her false statemaents.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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i8.1 The overlimit memo, as stated, has been repeated verbatim in legal documents as "proof™
that the Andersons obtained the 38,000 redesignation statements as the CPC had
falsely stated they did.

1t is therefore worth noting that the 169 overlimit redesignation statements that POC
obtained were quite different in more ways than shear numbers from the 38,000
redesignation statements the CPC obtained from Little Rock but falsely stated POC
obtained.

18.2 First of all, the 169 overlimit redesignations POC obtained were statements authorizing
the transfer of only that portion of the contribution that exceeded the $1000 limit. The

38,000 redesignation statements the CPC cbtained represented a redesignation of the

entire amount of a given contribution, the characteristics of which were described on the

face of the the redesignation statement.

18.2 Second of all, because an overlimit amount must be etther refunded or
redesignated, the FEC allows redesignation of the overlimit portions of contributions to
occur at any time, even if the CPC is still accepting matching funds and still has
debts to pay. This is not the case with the category of redesignations the CPC

obained. The FEC auditors deemed the 38,000 redesignation statements “not permissible”
as authorization to transfer the money to the Compliance fund for the reason that the

CPC was concurrently requesting matching funds to pay its deibts. Only the overlimit
portion of excessive contributions may be legally transferred to a Compliance fund while a
committee has debis.

18.4 Finally, the 169 overlimit redesignations POC obtained represented a total

of $62,365 of which all but $34,585 was refunded. The FEC had no questions or objections
to the overlimit redesignation statements obtained by POC that represented $34,585. The
CPC, on the other hand, obtained 38,000 signed statements for a grand total of

$2,444 557 and the FEC objected to every single one of them.

It was the FEC’s objection to the 38,000 redesignation statements that inspired the

CPC 10 falsely state POC obtained them; the CPC used POC as a scapegoat for

obtaining 38,000 "not permissible” redesignation statements and figured out another way to
keep the 32,444,557 in the Compliance fund -- without using the signed redesignation
statements.
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9.0

For the Andersons, the overlimil memo was quite minor and
incident had been forgotten as the November genersi election neared -

Bill Anderson’s memo regarding the relationship of his firm POC
and the future noeds of President Elect Clinton. His memo reflects
2 relationship of trust and mutual respect relationship in
stumn&m&ﬁ%pﬁmﬁw&hmlhmmdmmdmmm
in the months of June, July, and August 1992.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references

= Anderson Report - Tab 2 - Documentary With References - Page 50 of 111



19.1 Just days before the November election, Pat Anderson received a verbal

request from Monica Breedlove, correspondence data manager in Little Rock, to send a copy
of the contributor database so it could be merged with other of Clinton’s political

databases. (Note, this was not a request for the "official" campaign management for
transfer of the verified data for contributions or expenditure data -- that didn't occur

until December 1993.)

19.2 This request was not puzzling. The Andersons, through the years, have

frequently provided complete copies of databases to the client to use in merging with

other databases. It did, however, present an opportunity to introduce to the CPC

POC’s other services, one of which was basic software support for political databases. So,
Bill Anderson wrote a letter on October 28, 1992, to David Watkins about how good POC's
software was and that it would be an excellent system for keeping a Clinton political
database for the future (from Tab 24, Doc S):

Not just for the inauguration, but on into the future,
including 1996.

19.3  The tone and content of Bill Anderson’s letter does not reflect any of the
"significant problems" that Lyn Utrecht was to state to the FEC auditors was the case with
POC during the months of June, July, and August 1992. Bill Anderson’s letter reflects no
problems because the CPC never had any problems with POC. His letter is clearly not

a letter written by someone who has anything to be apologetic about. Rather, the letter
has the confident tone of a person secure that his comments will be received as credible
because the association between the addressee and the writer has been a credible
relationship, with lots of goodwill to call upon. Bill Anderson, at the time, was

sincerely concemed about the future needs of a soon-to-be very important client -- one
deserving of the very best available (from Tab 24, Doc §):

You will forgive us for telling you that our SESSION
software is the best there is.

Anderson brags about the past sirengths of POC’s valuable software (which enabled POC to
do such a good job of data management for the CPC). He is a vendor advocating the

use of software so good that the FEC discovered not a single duplicate record out of more
than 200,000 separate contributions submitted for matching. He can also boast that the
FEC discovered not a single error where the same contribution was submitted twice for
matching. He can boast that not a single affidavit was rejected by the FEC except for one
poor-quality photocopy (successfully resubmitted).
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He can boast of POC’s September 2, 1992, matching funds report to the FEC that was a
record-breaking submission for a 30-day period. Included were 64,085 contributors,
matching more than 80,000 separate contributions; the report itself was 5,342 pages long
and requested a total of $2,825,181.16 with an acceptable grade of 99.6%. Anderson
assumes Watkins would want software that enabled POC to do such a spectacular thing
(from Tab 24, Doc S):

This could include, for example, moving this system to Little
Rock and selling it together with software, training, support
to whomever you choose. With all procedures, such as
matching funds, FEC reports, multiple databases, etc. etc.

Anderson writes confidently about POC’s software because it has a proven record with David
Watkins. Yes, Anderson is proud of the past and hopeful for future, but in the meantime:

Pat and I are planning to come to Little Rock for election
night. We hope to have the chance of saying "hi" to you.

With best wishes and continued good luck!
Sincerely, William R. Anderson (from Tab 24, Doc §)

19.4  Bill and Pat Anderson, after casting their presidential votes for Bill Clinton,

traveled to Little Rock just to be with the friends they had made during the campaign and share
with them the historic event for which they had all worked so hard. Bill and Pat Anderson were
terrifically proud; their client of 11 years, Senator Al Gore, would scon be the Vice President
of the United States and thetr fifth presidential client, Bill Clinton, wouid soon be the

President.

19.5 Following the November election and inaugural celebrations, the Andersons

and POC staff continued to work closely with Keeley Ardman, Patty Reilly, Laura Shachoy,
and the accounting staff supervised by Barbara Yates. The task at hand was to do what was
necessary to get every piece of data in the right place -- every penny of money that came

in and every peany for which a check was written - so the amendments could be prepared
and filed. Further, Keeley Ardman and Patty reviewed every single expenditure to ensure
that their original allocation was atiributed to the correct state or fundraising category.

It was a massive job for them to review every singie thing. Examples of documents
generated in this period and discussion of this effort are in Tab 10.

POC decided to produce spread sheets that would refiect the correct data and greatly aid
in the preparation of the amendments. To make sure each spread sheet was correct, POC
came up with its own version of bank reconciliations, that is, identifying and
categorizing each entry. This was useful in helping the CPC’s expenditure clean-up as
well. POC was able to identify what the CPC had entered as voided checks but had
cleared the bank as paid. POC identified the reverse condition as well (checks marked
as outstanding that had really been voided). Everyone worked together.

Contrary to other of Utrecht’s statements to the FEC, the CPC never gave POC or Pat
Anderson a balancing figure of any sort to put on the FEC reports. NEVER.
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20. 0

POC begins its "reconciliation” project.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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20.1  Shontly after the election, and as part of the general review of data and
getting things in order, the Andersons began a project that became known as the data
"reconciliation” project. A complete discussion of this project is in Tab 14.

20.2 Briefly, the CPC, having requested 55,000 of its contributors to

sign a redesignation form, received approximately 38,000 signed requests in its offices in
Little Rock. Processing the signed redesignation statements was managed in Little Rock by
Allen Wegehoft with the oversight of Barbara Yates. The redesignation statements were
assembled into batches and the sum of the statements in a batch was the amount transferred
from the primary to the Compliance fund. Further, the Compliance fund established a
database of the redesignated contributions by entering the data on the face of each
statement (contributor’s name, address, and contribution amount, deposit date, check
number, etc.) into its computer -- all done in Little Rock.

203 The redesignated contributions were originally primary campaign

contributions and as such were already on POC's computer in Washington, D.C. The problem
now existed that the same, identical contribution was on two computers at once. This

posed an FEC compliance problem, as the same contribution cannot be attributed
simultaneously to two different committees. This posed a record keeping problem, as Pat
Anderson pointed out in a letter to David Watkins on September 10, 1992. She stated the
problem and offered a solution (from Tab 14, Doc A):

Next, regarding the results of the effort to reattribute
contributions to the general election compliance fund. We
suggest that the records of those accepting this option be
noted appropriately so that the Committee will have complete
contributor data in one central file. We will do this fora
very low cost if provided a list or tape of the contributions
being shifted. In addition to the importance of complete
individual data for {FEC] compliance reasons, the file could
be readily useful in case it is unexpectedly necessary to
submit additional matching funds requests.

In other words, Pat Anderson advised the CPC to let POC know which primary
contributions were being "shifted” to the Compliance fund so POC could code its computer
records to reflect which specific contributions had been "shifted" from the primary to the
Compliance fund. In other words, ‘reconcile’ the data on the two computers.
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204 The CPC followed Pat Anderson’s advice. As documentation for the

CPC’s first "batch” transfer on September 30, 1992, the CPC sent POC a copy of

the entire batch of redesignation statements (shown in Tab 6 of the Complaint). POC staff
summarily went through the batch, calling up on its computer the name on each signed
statement. POC staff then entered a one-character code on the POC computer next to the
contribution that strictly corresponded with the contribution on the face of the redesignation
statement. Thus, POC identified on its computer the contributions Little Rock

had "shifted" to the Compliance fund.

After the CPC’s initial transfer on September 30, 1992, Allen Wegehoft's group no
longer sent to POC copies of the actual redesignation statements. Rather, Little Rock
sent to POC computerized lists of the redesignated contributions, transfer by

transfer, i.e., batch by batch. POC used the Compliance fund’s computerized lists in
the same manner as the signed statements, that is, to mark the original primary
contribution record as being shifted to the Compliance fund.

The final result was that the Compliance fund’s data was "reconciled” with the POC data.
Per her request, Lyn Utrecht was sent a set of the reconciled data report in May 1993.
The Andersons currently have in their possession the other two sets of the reconciled
data.

20.5 The first and last page of each computerized report which lists the

redesignated contributions by batch, prepared and sent to POC by Little Rock Compliance
fund staff, are are contained in Tab 14. A summary of each transfer and the reconciliation
results are provided in Tab 14, Doc C. A report from the POC computer which shows the
codes used for the batches shifted is in Tab 14, Doc B.

20.6 The CPC and Utrecht, in their legal response to the Andersons’
libel suit stated the reconciliation project was proof that POC obtained 38,000
redesignation statements.

20.7 The Andersons don’t understand how anyone couid reach the conclusion that
the data reconciliation project is proof that POC obtained the redesignation statements.
In fact, it is surprising that the CPC’s libel attorney even mentioned the

reconciliation project. Of all the documents in the Anderson Report, the

reconciliation documents, reflecting the Compliance funds’ own data entry of the data on
the face of the redesignation statements is proof, indeed, that the CPC obtained the
redesignation statements for which they blamed the Andersons. The fact that there is a
strict correlation between the Compliance fund’s computerized lists and the 15 transfers
as shown on bank statements, reinforces the fact that the CPC itself made 15

transfers of money based on batches of redesignation statements.
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21.9

As the audit progressed, the CPC’s unusual treatment of
POC continued -- POC was kept strictly away from the FEC auditors.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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21.1 As stated, POC had been given instructions in Varney's October 3, 1992,
letter not to talk to anyone at the FEC; all communications had to be through the CPC:

. . . [AJll contact with the Federal Election Commission will
be exclusively with the campaign.

{from Tab 24, Doc Q)

21.2 During the early part of the audit, the FEC needed to ask Pat Anderson

a technical question. Rather than talk directly to the FEC's technicians as she had so

many times during the campaign, Anderson now was instructed to go to the law office of
Lyn Utrecht and, as Utrecht listened on the speaker phone, the FEC staff person asked

the questions of Pat Anderson which she then answered. The "speaker phone” conversations
were the only contacts Pat Anderson, or anyone at POC, had with the FEC during the entire
Clinton for President audit.

21.3  Inlate 1992 and spring of 1993, the CPC, without warning or

questioning POC about any invoices, began to be extremely slow and spastic about paying
same. Bill Anderson, as shown in Tab 24, Doc T, V, and X, wrote several letters

about getting paid. The CPC thus far had never questioned POC about its

meticulously detailed invoices. And now, the CPC did not offer any explanation or
apology for the delay in payment of invoices. Since the CPC literally had millions

in the bank and very few outstanding invoices, it didn’t make any sense for POC to have to
call or write the CPC about getting paid as shown by the following:

I hate to be a bother but we are looking at a bunch of taxes.
. . . [E]nclosed is a statement of outstanding invoices.

(February 17, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc T)

Our account with the CPC has unpaid invoices for work
done three months ago.  (June 7, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc V)

If you could favor us with another payment within the next
few days we would surely appreciate it. (June 15, 1993,
from Tab 24, Doc X)

21.4  Finally, as the payment problem became too critical that POC’s ability to
make its payroll was threatened, Bill Anderson advised the CPC:

This is to inform you that we are discontinuing our services
to the Clinton for President Committee due to non-payment of
invoices. (July 1, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc Y)
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21.5  The next day POC received payment for its services through April 30, 1993.
Anderson wrote another letter asking the CPC to uphold its agreement to pay POC in
a timely manner (from Tab 24, Doc Z):

Thus, our request for timely payment of our invoices can be
summed up as a request that the Committee pay in accordance
with the schedule the Committee, itself, stipulated.

(July 2, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc Z)

21.6 A day or so after POC received partial payment for amounts iong overdue,

Lyn Utrecht telephoned Bill Anderson and asked him to write a letter of explanation

regarding four instances where Utrecht thought there could have been charges to the

CPC for POC’s errors; Utrecht stated to Anderson that she was also going to call

Keeley Ardman in Little Rock and ask her about any POC errors of which Ardman was aware.

Note: Utrecht’s questions did not relate to the audit and she did not mention the audit or
auditors to Bill Anderson. She asked POC to write a memo about errors where there "could"
have been "charges” to the CPC.

Bill Anderson asked his wife Pat to address the details of each of the issues Utrecht

asked him about so he could, in turn, answer Utrecht’s request for a written explanation.

A copy of the memo that Pat Anderson wrote to her husband on July 9, 1993, addressing each
of Utrecht’s specific issues is included in the Anderson Report, Tab 24, Doc Z.2. A
complete discussion of the Overlimit Issue is in Tab 13. Excerpts from Pat Anderson’s

memo to her husband, individually addressing each issue, are shown below:

21.7  Pat Anderson stated the following about the "Issue Regarding "back-dated”
affidavits" in her July 9, 1993, memo to Bill Anderson (from Tab 24, Doc Z.2):

I wrote the [overlimit] memo [Tab 24, Doc R), dated October 6,
1992] in such a way as to take on as much responsibility for

it fobtaining 76 unusable overlimit redesignation affidavits)

as possible -~ clearly we acted on our own, as we have in so
many ways throughout this campaign.

I would say that I had every reason to believe that the
management of the affidavits was correct because we did
not ask the contributor to back date anything, we referred
to the date as the "as of date” because it was the date

that the overlimit contribution was made.

I had been told several months earlier by Phil Friedman that
the [Compliance] fund was "in the works” -- that’s the only
reason we continued to call people about the upcoming fund
and asked them to date their affidavit as of the date the
offending [portion of their] contribution was made.
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21.8  In the same memo, Pat Anderson stated the following "Regarding July 1992
Report Overstated by $200,000:"

Looking back at the figures in our working papers and the
spread sheets {which were correct), we believe the error must
have been a typographical error that was not caught at the time.

We regret the typo but do not charge extra for them. As for
the extra work relating to that error, there was very little
"extra” work on the part of anyone to resolve that error
inasmuch as every single FEC report and schedule were
reviewed in the same manner by the Arkansas staff; we might
add that with one or two exceptions, all reports balanced
exactly or within a tiny (pennies) amount. We are very proud
of that record given the fact that we NEVER had a balancing
figure from the accounting department against which to
balance,. NEVER. (from Tab 24, Doc Z.2)

21.9  In the same memo, Pat Anderson stated the following on "Error Regarding
Payments to Worthen National Bank” (from Tab 24, Doc Z.2):

The only thing I can think of is the situation where the
Committee, during the early, start-up days, wrote several
checks to themselves and deposited them into the payroll
account (rather than transfer money to the payroll account by

an interaccount transfer). By the time we became involved with
the Committee, I believe the practice had been discontinued.
When I saw this prior activity, I realized, as did they, that

care had to be taken on the 4th QTR 1991 report so that
expenditures would not be overstated.

As a result, the FEC report itself was correct --

expenditures were not overstated -- I allowed for the unusual
management. What we failed to do was simply make those entries
on the Schedule a2 "memo” type entry. As I recall, no one

noticed it until the FEC, seeing the obvious, reminded the
Committee of the proper way to make a memo entry on Schedule B.

Certainly, no charge was made for something we failed to do.

Restated, POC put the right information on the reports, the only "error” was failing to

type the words "MEMO ENTRY" in the correct place on the accompanying schedule. POC’s
only involvement was trying to clarify to the FEC the CPC’s unusual procedure of writing

a check, rather than making an interaccount transfer to put money in its payroll account.
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POC’s "failure” occured, it is remembered, on the first report POC prepared for the
CPC -- the 4th quarter 1991 FEC report filed on January 31, 1991. To include this sort
of thing, an omission of the words "memo entry” on a schedule that was filed over 18
months earlier, as one of four of POC’s overall errors for which Utrecht required an
explanation, demonstrates just how desperate the CPC was to come up with any
"errors" on POC’s pani.

Lyn Utrecht tried to turn this very simple clerical error -- of absolutely no consequence
to anyoue -- into a big deal by referring to it as "payments to Worthen National Bank."

21.10 Anderson addresses in the same memo (from Tab 24, Doc Z.2) Utrecht’s comments
regarding the "Issue of audit tapes for the FEC - Was the CPC charged twice?

The Committee was charged only for production of the tapes
that should have been sent to the FEC; at no time bas the
[Clommittee ever been charged twice for production of any
product where only one set was requested. POC invoices would
bear this out.

On occasion, magnetic tapes produced by POC could not be read by the recepient computer.
Perhaps the tape was correct but the accompanying file layout didn't match; perhaps it was
the other way around. Often, the first time a new format is used, things don’t go

perfectly, as magnetic media tranfers require. One character off and everything else

is wrecked.

In the history of POC, indeed the history of those in the computer business generating
magnetic media, mismatches between file layout and magnetic media format occur frequently,
especially the first time a new format is used. Any problems are usually quickly remedied
and, if another tape production is necessary, certainly it is always done at NO COST to

the client.

POC prepared approximately 75 tapes containing Clinton data between 1991 and 1993; about
half of these were sent to the FEC. The balance of the tapes were sent to various direct

mail companies, or Clinton satellite campaign offices across the country. It happens that

6 or 8 tapes were sent to Schuh Advertising in Little Rock during September 1992, as
instructed by David Watkins. These tapes contained the contributor and contribution data
for which the CPC was soliciting redesignation statements.

Pat Anderson recalls two occasions when the FEC couldn’t read the magnetic media. The
first, when POC prepared the initial set of magnetic media containing the threshold
matching funds submission data according to the FEC’s specifications, the FEC couldn't
read the tape the first time around. They asked POC to resubmit the media, which POC did
immediately, and everything went smoothly for the 12 or so matching funds tapes thereafter.
The second occasion occurred more than a year later at the beginning of the audit, when it
is recalled that the first set of POC's tapes contained too many "null" spaces or the

like. A programmer was called in and the problem was fixed very quickly. All subsequent
audit tapes were correct,
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Pat Anderson also recalls that Schuh Advertising couldn’t read the first tape POC sent to
it; but quickly the problem was corrected and the subsequent 6-8 tapes were
perfect. Again, no charge was ever made for redoing or clarifying a tape.

Part of POC’s responsibility was to accommodate data transfers as requested or required
by the CPC or the FEC; each request was fulfilied in a timely manner, the data

on the tapes was always correct, and it was only on intial transfers when a different
format structure was required that, on three occasions out of 75, POC didn’t get it
perfectly right the first time. Again, for Utrecht to refer to this kind of thing

as "errors,” and asking POC to write a written explanation, once again demonstrates how
deperate Utrecht was to itemize anything that wasn’t perfect as a "POC error.”

21.11  Pat Anderson states, in the same memo regarding charges for "errors” in general:

{I am] not aware of any "errors” committed by POC. It must
be obvious from our record that every effort was made (1) to
determine the correct way to handie the data in the reporting
area; (2) to ensure proper controls and management of the
data; and, (3) initiate and design programs and procedures
that would simplify management but ensure accuracy of the
data -- time and time again, month after month.

POC information is regarded as the source of balancing data
rather than the accounting department. With, we believe, one
exception, out of over $35 million doliars of transactions,

our spread sheets were perfectly accurate and kept the
accounting department in line rather than the other way
around, over and over again.

I[n] other words, the leadership we have continually
demonstrated, the reliability of the data we were responsible
for (for which we had no source documents), and the
timeliness of delivery of reports to the FEC and support
materials to the Commiitee (under extremely heavy volume), is
a2 record for which we are ENORMOUSLY PROUD.

We are sorry [they] find it necessary to solicit our

guarantee that the Committee has not been charged for our
"errors.” But, nevertheless, we are happy to state,
unequivocally, that the Clinton for President Committee has
not been charged for errors and that, in fact, per item of
data, number of documents managed, and products delivered,
not to mention reliability, we would venture that the
Committee received the best value for services performed
of any of the service providers to that Committee, past or
present.
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21.12  Later that same day, Pat Anderson wrote another memo to her husband regarding
*Charges and credits to the Clintoa for President Committee (from Tzb 24, Doc Z.3):

L
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I have written a memo [Tab 24, Doc Z.2] to you about the 4
issues that Lyn Utrecht raised about POC’s errors during the
campaign and whether or not the campaign has beea charged for
the time it took to "commit” these errors.

You mentioned that you must submit a response to Lyn about
these issues and, if appropriate, deduct from the outstanding
invoiced amount due to POC, the amount charged for services
in the commission of these errors. Where they had not been
unduly charged, we were to so verify, affidavit style, in a
letter to her.

Certainly it has been the policy of this company to always
answer the questions of a customer about issues regarding the
bill. I cheerfully respect that inquiry in this instance,

even though it wasn't made until after we had to abate
services to the Committee for non-payment of invoices.

I believe, however, before we respond, we should understand
exactly the questions because several of the references were
vague and I honestly don’t know exactly what she is referring to.

I am so proud of our record of service to the Committee,
indeed Lyn even said she thought we had done a good job. I
would be happy to explain, give details, and provide any
information but I think it important to know what the
questions are and the perceived "errors" are.

Also, I think it appropriate that the Committee apply the

same standards of excelience of all their vendors and service
providers. You told me that Lyn asked me to try and think of
any "errors” we made; she also mentioned that she would ask
Keeley if Keeley could think of anything POC had done wrong
and so forth.

I believe the Committee would be wise to have a stated policy
about "errors” and a clear definition of an error. Also,
guidelines for a vendor and service provider to adhere to
when charging to the Committee any "time" that it took to
"commit” these errors and the time charged it took to clean
up the errors, etc.
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21.13  Being asked about "errors” and whether or not the CPC was charged for
them, so upset Pat Anderson that she also stated to her husband she thought POC should
consider rescinding their courteous and generous fee reductions (from Tab 24, Doc Z.3):

As you recall, there have been numerous and generous rebates
that POC has made to the Clinton for President Committee, the
extent of which, perhaps, Lyn Utrecht is unaware.

I looked up in our files the two letters that you wrote [but
signed by Pat Anderson] to David Watkins regarding these
rebates. I believe that these should be carefully looked at
by the atiormey of the Committee to make sure that these do
not constitute an unusual or illegal action on our part
because, unless the Committee allowed or required such
rebates, as a stated and consistent policy, from all vendors
and service-providers, it will look like a contribution
in-kind from a corporation and, we all know, that is not
allowed.
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22.0
Statistically speaking, POC was 99.4% perfect — certified by the FEC.

The Anderson Report’s supporiing references are:
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22.1 Looking at errors scientifically, POC’s "error” rate, as determined by the

FEC, for matching funds submissions averaged less than 6/10 of one percent. That means
that 99.4% of POC’s work was deemed perfect by the FEC. The evidence and documents
presented in this Complaint show that POC had procedures, was innovative, kept good
documentation, etc., etc., and was otherwise excellent in all areas of its

responsibilities (samples and discussion concentrated in Tabs 8 and 10).

If statistical sampling has any value in determining overail quality -- and it must if the
FEC uses the technigue -- it can be scientifically extrapolated that POC performed all its
duties 99.4% correctly.

22.2 Even though POC strived to be perfect; could it be that Utrecht was
complaining that POC was only 99.4% perfect? When it came to other vendors, however
Lyn Utrecht was forgiving, understanding, and chastised the FEC auditors for being
unreasonable. The following is from the CPC’s Interim Audit Response, a copy of the
page containing the following passage is in Tab 23, Doc A, page 8:

. .. [T)he vendors inadvertently made bookkeeping errors
in the billing process.

Inadvertent bookkeeping errors are unavoidable in the
operation of any business and, therefore, are within the
normal and ordinary course of business.

Most importantly, the vendors and Committee rectified

these erros as soon as discovered. To penalize vendors

and the Committee where inadvertent mistakes were made
and immediately rectified upon discovery would seriously
undermine the Commission’s mission to encourage voluntary
compliance. In fact, it would discourage parties from
rectifying innocent errors.

223 The Andersons experience is that a presidential primary campaign is similar

to a startup business -- except that campaigns start suddenly and disappear almost as quickly.
Usually, only a few have any experience for the precise job they are doing. It is an

enterprise where every day, for 12 months, there are new deadlines and challenges; schedules
are almost useless as work flow oscillates from doing nothing to doing everything; where 32,000
checks are written for more than $40,000,000 in services, all spent in less than a year;

where two major reports are due every month for 12 months, each of which is eagerly
scrutinized by the press; where about 230,000 individual contributors must be thanked for
giving some $25,000,000, of which about 200,000 contributions are matched for $12,000,000
in federal money and 9,197 of which need an additional signature on an appropriately

filled out affidavit in order to make $1,477,506 matchable; where more than 1,000,000
photocopies of check copies and affidavits obtained by POC are appropriately managed and
catalogued; where not one single duplicate record was uncovered by the FEC; where not one
single contribution was submitted twice for matching; where not one single affidavit of

the 9,197 was rejected; where not a single contribution check copy was missing; all while
contribution volume expioded from 12,000 in June 1992 to 80,000 in July 1992.
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The excellent record the Andersons achieved is quite amazing and very extraordinary.
The Andersons are very proud of their record.

Utrecht extracied written statements from the Andersons about extremely minor
imperfections in their services -- the 0.6% that kept the Andersons from being absolutely
perfect. Looking closely at the 0.6% imperfection, it can be determined that it didn’t
cost the CPC any money, certainly not when it is considered that POC volunatarily
lowered its fees to the CPC by more than $130,000 on its own initiative.

22.4 Nevertheless, on July 9, 1993, Bill Anderson complied with Utrecht’s demand
to have a written explanation, trying to point out that POC had been a “team” player by
extending credit to the CPC of nearly $200,000 at one time and by reducing its fees
which saved the CPC $104,178. (Discussion of POC reducing its fees in Tab 5.)
Anderson stated (from Tab 24, Doc AA):

i

Obviously, the amount . . . above is thousands of times more
than enough to offset the four instances in which you felt

P there COULD have been charges for mistakes made on our part.
Nevestheless, I will briefly address these four points and

should you need further detail I will be glad to provide

same.

el Anderson ended his two-page letter about POC’s errors by stating:

o Trusting that the above will answer your questions, we look
forward to receiving the Committee’s check for services
through June 15, 1993 in the amount of $26,372.90. Upon
receipt of same or word from you that it is enroute we will
commence the final work toward the July 15th [1993] FEC
[quarterly] report.

Anderson adds in a footnote:

P.S. I am enclosing a copy of our July 22 and September 10,
1992 letters to David Watkins. You may not have these; they
provide additional detail on our voluntary price reductions.
They may also demonstrate the flavor of our efforts to be a
team player to the Committee.
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23.0

Given what has transpired, the Andersons are grateful to Lyn Utrecht
for giving Bill Anderson an opportunity to respond in writing about
POC’s four errors.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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23.1 Utrecht’s verbal request for an explanation about POC’s four errors occurred between
July 2 (date of Anderson’s letter requesting assurance overdue invoices would be paid) and July
9, 1993 (date of Anderson’s written reply to Utrecht’s telephone call). Between those two
dates, Utrecht was very specific about only four "errors” POC had committed for which she
wanted an explanation. She was obviously satisfied that it was only four (so-called) errors

that POC and the Andersons had "committed.” Otherwise, the CPC would have continued

to withhold payment of POC’s invoices until the CPC received satisfactory explanations.

23.2 With that in mind, it can be stated that as of July 9, 1993, POC's record was nearly
perfect -- 99.4% centified by the FEC and now also confirmed by Utrecht’s own itemization
of POC’s errors -- she could think of only four things out of millions of operations
performed by POC for the CPC -- where POC made "errors.”

23.3 If Pat Anderson’s overlimit meme dated QOctober 6, 1992, and POC's reconciliaton
project completed in May 1993, in fact "proved” (as Utrecht’s lawyer later contended) that
POC inexpertly obtained redesignation statements that were "superfluous” to the CPC's
needs, i.c., unnecessary, then it would stand to reason that, Utrecht would have also
demanded that the Andersons address such a huge "mistake.”

23.4 Further, if she would withhold payment from the Andersons until they addressed
four minor flaws in all of POC’s services, it would stand to reason that she would have "raised
the roof" about what she later claimed to the FEC was POC'’s very gross and inexpert action.
By any measure, an inexpert action of that massive a proportion -- postage alone would have
cost $30,000 -- would have warranted a letter from the CPC to POC.

But Utrecht never asked Bill Anderson about seeking and obtaining the redesignation
statements and the CPC never sent a letter to the Andersons complaining about them because
Utrecht must have known that the CPC, not the Andersons and POC, was solely responsible
for seeking and obtaining the redesignation statements.

23.5 Utrecht's ploy to gather ‘admissions’ from the Andersons to use against them later if
the need should arise, actually serves to confirm that the Andersons’ record of service to the
CPC was nearly perfect. It confirms that Utrecht could only "reach” the sum total of four
“errors” that the CPC thought POC might have charged the CPC for. Utrecht's request for

an explanation and the Andersons’ response also serves to prove that they did not obtain the
38,000 redesignation statements supposedly by "mistake,"” as Utrecht claimed, otherwise
Utrecht would have asked the Andersons to address a sum total of FIVE errors.

23.6 If the CPC was so "distressed,” as Vamey stated, by POC obtaining 76 unusable
overlimit redesignation statements -~ where is its outrage expressed for POC supposedly
obtaining 38,000 "not permissible” redesignation statements without the CPC’s
knowledge? There was no outrage because the CPC, not the Andersons, obtained the
38,000 redesignation statements thinking, at the time, the statements would serve as

legal authorization for transferring the $2.4 million. It wasn’t until the CPC had

to disassociate itself from the redesignation statements did the responsibility shift to POC.
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The Andersons realized that suing a client, especially ore that
is also the President of the United States, is 2 major step.

The Andersons tried first to resolve the matter privately.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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24.1 March 24, 1995 - Bill Anderson’s letter to White House General Counsel Abner
Mikva.

Bill Anderson, having served in the U.S. House of Representatives with Abner Mikva, who at
the time was the White House General Counsel, wrote a letter to Judge Mikva which briefly
outlined the false statements that had been made by the Clinton for President Commitiee
about Anderson’s database management company (from Tab 15, Doc A and enclosures):

I have been very reluctant to contact you about the matter
at hand but finally decided to do so, realizing that a

low key, confidential meeting with you could be the best
chance of avoiding any course of action that could be
damaging to the President.

In sum, our company has been badly damaged and libeled
by these gratuitous statements. This presents us with

one of the most perplexing dilemmas we have ever had to
face.

24.2 Anderson included a brief history of his firm and included two pages of the defamatory

statements quoted from the FEC Final Audit Report. Judge Mikva never responded to
Anderson’s letter.
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The Andersons tried a second time to resolve the matter privately.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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25.1

June 16, 1995 -- Letter advising Lyn Utrecht, Barbara Yates, and Clinton for

President Committee that the Andersons planned to file a libel claim.

25.2

The letter recounts the problem and, among other things, states (from Tab 15, Doc B):

"The numerous, libelous statements made by the Committee were
presented to the FEC as facts although they were totally
false and gratuitous.

The false, damaging comments were reinforced over and over
again as the FEC staff pondered and prepared the audit
information for the Commissioners and the public. When the
Committee wrote of ‘the vendor who processed the
contribugions’ and ‘who failed to reconcile her records’ it

was abundantly clear that the references were to POC and
Patricia Anderson, respectively.

The FEC's subsequent republication of the libelous statements
as facts in separate, official FEC audit reports covering the
three committees directiy responsible for the election of the
President and Vice President of the United States had the
effect of giving the weight of truih to the false, gratuitous
statements.

Indeed, after reading other, unrelated audit reports,

I cannot find a single instance where vendors for a
presidential primary campaign have received any criticism
at all, much less powerful, defamatory statements that
impute lack of skills and integrity as the false statements
about POC and the Andersons so powerfully asserted.

I speculate that the reason for the faise statements had a

lot to do with the obvious attempt of the Committee to
disassociate itself from the necessity of obtaining from the
contributor authorization to transfer his contribution from

the primary account to the GELAC account. The only way to do
that was to blame POC for obtaining the redesignations

without the knowledge of the Committee.

My clients are not out to hurt anyone, directly or
tangentially, particularly President Clinton.

Accordingly, if you are interested in pursuing settiement, we
would be willing to meet with you or otherwise discuss the
matter.

You should be advised, however, that it is our intention to

file suit . . . . if there is no response to this letter
before June 30, 1995.
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26.0

Utrecht responds to the Andersons’ letter of June 16
with hubris, arrogance, threats, and more false information.

Without regard to the impact such a stance would have
on President Clinton, Utrecht claimed "absolute privilege”
to submit "actual defamatory matter” to the FEC.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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26.1 June 29, 1995 -- Utrecht and CPC responded to Andersons’ June 16 letter.

In it, John Keeney, attorney for Utrecht and CPC, stated that the document in which

the statements about the Andersons and their firm POC first appeared, CPC’s Interim
Audit Response, was preliminary to a proposed judicial proceeding and therefore privileged
and protected from the Andersons’ libel charges (from Tab 15, Doc C):

There is absolute privilege for attomeys, parties, and
witnesses to publish any matter (including alieged or
actual defamatory matter) in ‘communications preliminary
to a proposed judicial proceeding.’

All statements in the Committee’s July 6, 1994 response to
the FEC Interim Audit Report were preliminary to a proposed
judicial proceeding under 26 U.S.C. Section 9040, and
therefore are absolutely privileged under the Restatement as
adopted in the District of Columbia.

26.2 Utrecht and CPC stated the Response was also protected by privilege
because it was information furnished to a federal agency:

An independent absolute privilege also exists with respect
to information furnished to a federal agency concerning
matters within its jurisdiction.

26.3 Utrecht and CPC stated the Response also had a third privilege:

(TThe controlling District of Columbia law recognizes an
absolute privilege with respect to submissions in the District
of Columbia by an attomney in the District of Columbia to an
agency located in the District of Columbia. . . .

26.4 Utrecht and CPC claimed neither Andersons nor POC are mentioned by
name, therefore the statements are not libefous.

26.5 Utrecht and CPC claimed officers of a corporation cannot be
personally defamed, therefore the statements are not libelous.

26.6 Utrecht and CPC claimed the ‘failed to reconcile her records’

comment was true, therefore not libelous, stating the FEC used the word ‘misstatement’ and
POC was responsible for the report in which the misstatements were made, therefore the
statement was true, a defense of libel.

26.7 Utrecht and CPC claimed the ‘significant difficulties’ comment was
true, and also a statement of opinion and therefore not libelous.
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26.8 Utrecht and CPC claimed POC admitted obtaining the redesignation

statements and therefore the Response was true, ‘admitted to’ by POC, and not libelous; it
is an ‘opinion’ as to whether the redesignation statements should have been obtained and
opinions are not libelous; as to the statements the ‘Committee staff” did not see these
contributions unti! after the election, inferring that the redesignation statements were
obtained without the knowledge of the CPC staff, Utrecht and the CPC claim

that statement does not refer to a vendor and therefore not libelous.

Keeney, of course, did not address the fact that the false statements appeared together in

one paragraph and, together, the meaning of the phrases profoundly influenced the decision
of FEC auditors and the final Commissioners’ vote. The FEC Commissioners and the FEC
general counsel are on record as understanding that the 38,000 redesignation statements

were obtained "by mistake by a former vendor.” From FEC General Counsel Legal Opinion,
FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 158:

The Primary Committee contends that the redesignation
statements were performed by mistake by a former vendor.

The FEC auditors had stated their understanding of Utrecht’s false statements in the
Commission’s open meeting in December 19 Final Audit Report (from Tab 28, bottom page 87) thusly

The Committee states that the redesignations were obtained

by the vendor who [sic] processed contributions for the Committee
without the Committee’s knowledge. The explanation

suggests that due to provisions in that vendor’s contract,

the vendor stood to gain by sending the redesignation

requests.

Finally, but certainly not least, the true origin and responsibility for the redesignations

was discussed at the Commissioners’ open meeting on December 14, 1994; the “information” that
the CPC's computer vendor obtained the redesignation statements without the knowledge

of the CPC was a key issue. The following excerpts are from the FEC Open Meeting

Transcript, full text in Tab 27:

Joe Stoltz of the FEC Audit Division states on page 34 of the transcript:
. . . and that therefore, the redesignations were unnecessary
to transfer these amounts, and were a mix-up of some sort
with the Committee’s computer vendor and should not have been
requested.
Democratic Commissioner Thomas states on page 56 of the transcript:

Their vendor went so far as to cover themselves and get what
they were calling redesignations.
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FEC General Counsel Lawrence Noble states on page 90 of the transcript:

Yes, but if seeking of a redesignation is to mean anything,
and the Committee claims it was a mistake, but if it is not
looked at as a mistake, then what it shows is that they [the
Primary Committee] first recognized these as primary
contributions, then as Commissioner Aikens said, the
regulation comes into play and says that they cannot
redesignate these as long as they had debt.

Democratic Commissioner McGarry states on page 90 of the transcript:

I think even if it was wrong to get the redesignations. . . .

Joe Stoliz states on page 92 of the transcript:

They are, assuming that the redesignation was permissible,
however, if it is assumed they were primary {contributions]
to begin with and required a redesignation, then I think
9003.3 comes into play, and the redesignation [transfers of
money] wouldn’t have been permissible to stant with.

Keeney’s letter referred to two "proofs” of admission from the Andersoas that their
company obtained the redesignation staternents. Both of these "proofs” are red herrings.
One "proof” consisted of a comment by POC in its last proposal to the White House
(February 23, 1995) in which POC took credit for ‘reconcilfing] 30,000 + contributions
redesignated 10 GELAC’. The other "proof” of admission was Pat Anderson’s overlimit
redesignation memo (October 6, 1992); note that Keeney reprinted the entire text of the
"overlimit”" memo and that the memo did not in any way refer to other than "overlimit”
redesignation statements (which numbered 169) and which the FEC considered legal. The
Andersons discuss these "proofs” in the Anderson Report (reconciliation project, Tab

14; overlimit project, Tab 13) and each is addressed in legal filings by the Andersons’
artorney (full texts in Tab 15 and also discussed below). The CPC has no proof the
Andersons obtained the redesignation statements because the CPC, not the Andersons,
obtained the redesignaton statements.

26.9  Utrecht and CPC claimed the comment about POC's financial ‘incentive’

to obtain the redesignation statements was true and as proof, reprinted sections of
POC’s contract which referred to POC’s units prices and incentive if a matching funds
grade of between 98% and 100% was achieved. Note that POC’s financial incentive
pertained to matching funds; the overlimit redesignation statements were not submitted
for matching funds.
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26.10  Utrecht and the CPC claimed the comment "totaily superfluous

‘redesignations’ sought and obtained by the CPC’s vendor" was true and admitted to

by POC, again referring to the February 23, 1995, proposal comment "reconciled 30,000+
contributions redesignated to GELAC"; Keeney’s letter notes that Geltner is wrong in
stating that POC had nothing to do with the redesignations, as this is clearly

contridicted by POC’s "admission."

Note that Utrecht and the CPC are attempting to equate obtaining redesignation
statements with reconciling (after the fact) the redesignation data entered on the
Compliance fund’s computer with the original primary contribution data used to generate
the “Schuh tapes” on POC’s computer. The attempt fails because the Compliance Fund in
Little Rock entered the redesignation data (based on the returned redesignation
statements) and then sent computerized lists of the redesignation data to POC to0 use in
marking its computer with a code that identified the date the primary contribution was
transferred to the Compliance Fund. The reconciliation, which was necessary for FEC
compliance reasons, proved that the CPC made transfers to the Compliance Fuad based
on redesignation statements ang it also proves that the Compliance fund entered this
information in its computer before sending it 10 POC to reconcile with the original
primary contribution on its computer.

26.11  Utrecht and the CPC claimed the comment “and the relationship
terminated..." referring to the Andersons’ objection to being publicly fired, was aiso
protected by privilege because it was submitted in response to information requested by
the auditors; it was also stated that POC’s contract had expired and also fell into the
category of opinion, and therefore not actionable.

The fact that the FEC had been notified that the CPC'’s relaticnship with POC would

be terminated during the year prior to the Andersons being notified is not the normal way
of doing things. The CPC clearly wanted the FEC to think POC’s performance was
unacceptable and that the CPC wanted nothing more to de with POC afier the

audit. POC was not advised until one year later the relationship would

be terminated.

Thus is contrary to what the Andersons were told by two White House aides who began to
solicit proposals from the Andersons in the fall of 1994 regarding preparations for a 1996
campaign. Fall 1994 was a critical period for the CPC. The issue is fully discussed

in Tab 16 and Sections 13.0 and 14.0 of this discussion.

26.12  Utrecht and the CPC claimed that the statement;

"The Primary Committee contends that the redesignations
were performed by mistake by a former vendor.”

was not made by Utrecht or the CPC but by the FEC General Counsel and therefore
is no cause for action. What this statement shows, however, is that the FRC took
Utrecht's false statements to0 mean exactly as she intended.
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26,13  Utrecht and the CPC concluded:

With respect to any litigation filed by you on behalf of POC
or anyone else contesting privileged and true phrases from
the July 6, 1994 FEC filing, we will seek Rule 11 sanctions
against you and any plaintiff. The D.C. Circuit has recently
upheld Rule 11 sanctions of $149,000 in similarly frivolous
libel litigation. We will also file a counterclaim for
indemnification of the hundreds of thousands of dollars in
actual costs to correct FEC-claimed errors and in potential
penalties that the FEC is currently considering for

FEC-claimed errors in the FEC filings that your client had
the contractual obligation to prepare - correctly - for the
Committee.

and, it was stated that all disputes were to be governed by the law of the District of
Columbia, as stipulated in POC’s contract.

Keeney made the required notifications preliminary to filing Rule 11 sanctions but as
of May 1, 1998, is yet to actually file with the Court.
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27.0

The Andersons filed suit in U.S. District Court,
Washington, D. C.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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27.1 July 5, 1995 -- Andersons file Complaint (Damages) for Libel.
The following discussion focuses only on the more significant issues vis-a-vis
statements made in Utrecht’s letter of June 29.

Libel Complaint, Paragraph 13 -- Establishes the term redesignation does not include
or relate in any way to "overlimit” redesignations (from Tab 15, Doc D):

While the word "redesignation” may appear in other contexts
in presidential campaigns (such as the transfer of funds from
overlimit contributions), for purposes of this complaint, the
term "redesignation” is limited to transfer of funds given by
contributors not exceeding the contributors’ legal limits.
POC’s responsibilities for Committee had nothing to do with
redesignations.

. . .POC has no participation in the process other than
after the fact computer records reconciliation.

Thus, the Andersons’ Libel Complaint makes it clear, and the Anderson Repont

contains the documentary proof, that the overlimit redesignations (169) that POC obtained
pertained to the transfer of only the portion of the contribution that exceeded the $1000
limit and therefore, was of a different category of redesignation statement than those
obtained by the CPC, which numbered 38,000 and pertained to the transfer of the

entire contribution identified on the face of the statement. Keeney's references to POC's
overlimit memo are irrelevant. As the Andersons’ attorney makes clear, the Andersons are
not complaining about, or denying that they obtained, the overlimit redesignaton
statements. Therefore, POC’s responsibility for the overlimit redesignation statements,
"admitted to" in the October 9, 1992, is clearly not proof POC also obtained 38,000
redesignation statements of a different category.

Libel Complaint, Paragraph 19 -- Establishes the fact that Utrecht’s Response was not
prelminary to a judicial proceeding any more than filing an income tax form is preliminary
to a2 judicial procedure:

At the time [the Response was submitted] there was no
administrative or judicial litigation pending or under
serious consideration between Committee and FEC or the
FEC staff.

Libel Complaint, Paragraph 24 — Establishes the motive for Utrecht and the CPC
for making the false statements about the Andersons:

None of the statements were privileged, because the Committee
response was a part of an informal, non-judicial process
followed at FEC and the statements were not made in
anticipation of litigation, nor were they required by law nor
made to petition the government for a redress of grievances.
The statements were made to misiead the FEC staff and readers
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of its anticipated audit, particularly as to the
redesignations, because Committee was trying to treat the
contributions as "undesignated” and sought a scapegoat for
its own prior treatment of them as redesignations.

Libel Complaint, Paragraph 26 —~ The vendor list is attached to the Audit, thereby
identifying all of the statements as relating to POC and being of and conceraing POC
and William and Patricia Anderson, and the vendor list publicly stated that the
CPC’s relationship to POC will be terminating, thereby causing readers to believe
that POC was terminated for error, malfeasance and bad faith.
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23.0
_ Utrecht and CPC file Motion to Dismiss Andersons’

% claim for libel damages.
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g.;i The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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28.1 September 9, 1995 -- Utrecht and CPC file Motion to Dismiss.

28.2  Utrecht/CPC Attorney Keeney, in the Motion to Dismiss, restates the
"concentric circles of privilege” and most of the other false and irrelevant claims
originally stated in his June 29, 1995 letter. He does, however, add a motive for the
Andersons’ supposedly frivolous suit (from Tab 15, Doc E):

This is a frivolous lawsuit, barred by statute, by a
disappointed corporate vendor that unsuccessfully sought
empioyment with the 1996 Commiittee and filed this lawsuit
against the 1992 Commitiee only after it was not selected
to do similar work in 1996,

What Keeney is referring to, of course, is the unsolicited proposal the Andersons sent to
Marsha Scott at the White House on February 23, 1995, discussion and excerpts of which are
in Tab 16 of the Anderson Report.

28.3  What Keeney does not reveal is that POC’s unsolicited proposal on February
23, 1995, which the Andersons submitted before they realized they had been used as the
CPC’s $3 million scapegoat, was preceeded by numerous solicitations initiated by the
White House, beginning on September 3, 1994, and lasting through December 1994.

28.4  Specifically, the Andersons received a call from Mark Middleton, top White

House aide formerly in charge of the State of Arkansas fundraising for the Clinton

CPC and a person with whom Pat Anderson worked closely during the 1992 campaign. He
asked that Pat Anderson meet with him and Marsha Scott, another high profile White House
aide who was with the 1992 campaign; the meeting was to be at the Hay Adams Hotel in
Washington, D.C., on September 13, 1994 with the purpose of discussing POC’s services for
the 1996 reelection effort. At that meeting, Middleton praised Anderson and POC. He
stated lead time was running out for the 1996 reelection campaign and he wanted to start
compiling a database using data from prior campaigns. He stated this was a difficult
project, one that would involve a lot of duplicate records, and he wanted POC to do it
because he trusted POC to do a high quality job. When Marsha Scoit arrived, Middleton
left. Marsha continued with praise for Anderson and her firm and stated that Bill

Clinton’s friend in Arkansas had not been able, after months and months of trying, to pull
the necessary political database together as had been hoped and Anderson’s expertise was
badly needed. Anderson recalled thinking it was a slightly different story from

Middleton’s -- but what the heck.

28.5  Scott didn’t name the friend who "couldn’t pull the database together.” Pat Anderson
assumed she was referring to W.P. Malone who had been involved in the computer and
software setup in Little Rock for the 1992 campaign. Anderson would later learn that as

of the day of the meeting with Scott and Middleton, the CPC had already been making
payments to Malone for a year, and before the payments ended in 1996, Malone would receive
a total of $842,100. Malone’s mysterious "professional services" are dicussed in Tab 17.
Since Malone’s past services to the campaign had involved computers and software, it stands to
reason that the $842,100 he received for his “professional services” (which was all the

CPC would tell the FEC about payments) also related to computers and software.
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28.6  Pat Anderson speculates that Malone was compiling the 1996 reelection database and
otherwise getting ready for the 1996 campaign all the while being paid with 1992 primary
campaign contributions. Anderson thinks the overtures from Scott and Middleton do not
represent 2 sincere consideration of POC providing services to the 1996 campaign.

There are many reasons to support this theory, beginning with the fact that Utrecht was
the attorney for both 1992 and 1996 campaigns and, obviously being in contact with the
White House, it just doesn’t track that two top aides were busy soliciting proposals

from FOC while the attomey for the 1996 reelection committee had stated in the first half
of 1994 to the FEC that the relationship with POC would be terminated.

28.7  Pat Anderson speculates that the reason Middleton and Scott, considered by the press as
Clinton Administration "insiders”, solicited proposals from the Andersons could have been

that they were actually monitoring the Andersons for any sign that the Andersons had

learned about the false and Jefamatory statements Utrecht made about them to the

FEC in July 1994.

Between September 13 and December 19, 1994, Scott, Middieton, and Scott’s computer guru,
Erich Vaden, also at the White House, had numerous conversations with Bill or Pat

Anderson. Pat Anderson was given a demonstration of the White House WHO system by Vaden,
at the Executive Office Building, and the Andersons were asked to submit several proposals

and fee quotations, all related to compiling a database for 1996. This time period also
corresponds to Utrecht's submission to the FEC of the original false statements (July

1994) and the Commissioners’ final audit decision (December 1994),

28.8  This was a critical period for Utrecht and the CPC. If the Andersons had somehow
found out that Utrecht had made faise statements about them, the Andersons would have
derailed the grand scheme by providing the FEC auditors with the documents to support the
fact that the CPC, not the Andersons, obtained the redesignation statements. As

discussed, the FEC would have then viewed Utrecht's "un"designated arguments as baseless.
Her arguments would have been ineffectual.

28.9  Given that the success of the scheme was dependent upon the FEC not finding

out that Utrecht supplied false information about the redesignation statements, it would have
been nice to monitor the Andersons during this period in such a way as they would not
suspect anything untoward was happening at the FEC, yet a rapport would be established so
that if, by chance, the Andersons did find out about the scheme, they would more than
likely first call Scott or Middleton to ask what was up before contacting the FEC.

28.10  Keeney refers to the February 23, 1995 Anderson proposal to the White
House in all of his letters and legal documents defending Utrecht and the CPC.
Therefore, it is clear Utrecht was in contact with Scott and Middleton, the recepients of
the Andersons’ proposals.
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28.11  The Andersons may never know if the two White House aides were in on the
scheme. There is no way to prove that Scoit and Middlieton were "monitoring™ the Andersons
using future business as the excuse to stay in contact with them. There is no way to

prove that proposals were solicited from the Andersons that would be firmly set them up to

be tumed down -- thereafter o be called “dissappointed vendors.”

The facts do show, however, that in the CPC'’s first legal filing, Keeney takes the
opportunity to call the Andersons "disappointed vendors.”

28.12 Further, the Andersons feel that if the White House aides were not in on
the FEC scheme, then it shows that the first unit of business the Andersons and POC lost
due to Utrecht's false statements was Bill Clinton’s 1996 reelection campaign.

28.13  Keeney also states on page 14 of his Memorardum In Support of Motion to
Dismiss, that the fact that POC was responsible for contributions (cnce again using POC’s
proposal on February 23, 1995 as POC’s "admission” of responsibility for contributions)
and the fact that the legal issue at the FEC concemed whether contributions were
designated in writing for the primary, made POC responsible for the redesignations
"although [POC] quibbles about the scope of its involvement.”

These quibbles are legally immaterial because in this
circuit: "substantial truth” is a defense of defamation.

You have to give this guy credit for trying. What he is saying is that if POC was
responsible for contributions, and the FEC was discussing a legal issue regarding
contributions (do they talk about anything else?), and POC did obtain 169 overlimit
redesignations, then, combining these three, POC had some responsibility for the 38,000
redesignations the CPC obtained. Not true; the logic is not there. Keeney also

states that any difference in scope the Andersons "perceive” between 169 overlimit
redesignation statements and 38,000 regular redesignation statements amounted to
“quibbles” and. a quibble is legally immaterial because a quibble equals substantial truth
and substantial truth is a defense to defamation. He quotes a reference:

Slight inaccuracies of expression are immaterial provided
that the defamatory charge is true in substance.

It is odd that he chooses the above reference. Perhaps slight inaccuracies, whether
trying to prove or disprove defamation, are immaterial.
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28.15 Pat Anderson states for the Anderson Report:

It is true my husband and I "perceive” a difference in scope
between the two types of redesignations, anyone would.

Utrecht and the CPC are in serious denial of reality by

trying to make the case that there is an "immaterial”
difference between the 169 documents of one type and purpose
that POC obtained and the 38,000 documents of another type
and purpose the CPC obtained from Little Rock.

28.16  Keeney also refers to a portion of POC’s July 9, 1993 letter (Tab 24, Doc AA) to
Utrecht in which Bill Anderson explains that the CPC was not charged for a

typograhical error relating to the July 1992 report which caused a $200,000 change in the
amount of the figure as typed. Anderson stated POC regreited the error and stated there
was no charge. Keeney tries to make the case that the CPC had to file amendments to
correct POC’s one typographical error. What Keeney fails to explain is why one
typographical error deserves the following harsh and defamatory comment:

. . .failed to reconcile her records to the accounting data
and bank reconciliation provided to her by the Committee’s
accounting department.

The issue, which Keeney fails to address, is not the typographical error or that POC
regretted making it. The statement is false because the "information" that the CPC’s
accounting department provided "her" (Pat Anderson) with accounting data and bank
reconciliation[s] is not true. At no time during 1992 did the CPC provide

accounting data and bank reconciliation to Pat Anderson. Therefore, it is defamatory to
state Pat Anderson failed to reconcile her records to what the CPC provided if the

CFC didn't provide anything to which to reconcile.

28.17  Not only did Pat Anderson or POC not receive any reconciliations, the
auditors did not see any either, evidenced by their statement in the Final Audit Report:

Although the Audit staff had requested all workpapers
and bank reconciliations during the pre-audit inventory
and during fieldwork, none was provided which related
to the original reports filed with the Commission.
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29.0¢

Andersons respond to Utrecht and CPC Motion to Dismiss.

In a very clear manner, the legal points of each of Utrecht’s
statements in the Motion to Dismiss are addressed by the Andersons’
attorney, Mike Geltner.

The Table of Contents (Tab 15, Doc F) provides a convenient
outline of the issues and are, basically, a concise and eloguent
restatement of the Andersons’ charges and refutation of Utrecht’s
statements in the Motion to Dismiss. (Tab 15, Doc F)
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30.0

Utrecht and CPC reply, again in Support
of Motion to Dismiss

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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30.1 October 10, 1995 — Keeaey's reply in Support of Motion to Dismiss. (Tab 15,
Doc G)

30.2 Keeney in this final filing before the "privilege bearing” was granted,
restates all of the privileges and produces a signed copy of POC’s contract. Keeney
states that the fact POC stated there was no contract is another example "of yet another
false statement by plaintiff POC by plaintif William R. Anderson."”

30.3 The Andersons appreciate the CPC providing a signed copy of the

contract, albeit not until nearly 4 years after its signing. The Anderson Report

includes a copy of the contract (Tab 25) which Keeney provided. It is worth noting that
not having a copy of the final signed contract with all signatures on it, did not prevent
POC and the Andersons from fulfilling the provisions in the contract.
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31.0

The Andersons’s attorney and Utrecht’s attorney argued before
the judge.

The Andersons want their day in court — Utrecht and the
Clinton Committee are claiming privilege from having to
defend any statements in court.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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31.1 November 17, 1995 -- Transcript of hearing on Motion to Dismiss for
reason of “privilege.”

The transcript of the hearing on whether or not Utrecht and the CPC are immune

to the Andersons' libel ciaim by reason of privilege shows that Keeney, attorney for
Utrecht and the CPC, feel that federal audits are protected from libel claims,

even though the statements may be faise (from Privilege, Tab 12):

The Court:

Mr. Keeney:

The Court:

Mr. Keeney:

The Court:

Mr. Keeney:

The Court:

Is there some distinction, though, where under the audit
power, they’re really voluntarily entering into this to get

the matching funds, it’s not something the Commission is
subpoenaing as a result of investigation they’re doing, and
their response is not mandatory; they just bad an opportunity
to respond but weren't required to respond? 1 mean, they
just have to make the decision, your client, whether or not
they're going to respond to this claim they owed $3 million.

Well, Your Honor, I think "required” is not the statutory
term, and if we start going down discussions of what the
"required” means, we might miss the point. The point is the
statutory term is "request.”

Let me ask you this: If you have a situation as here and

then your client responds by saying, "Well, XYZ Company are
crooks. They embezzled all this money, and they’ve got it

all, and they even gave it to us, and they should be put in
jail,” is that protected?

Yes, Your Honor. That is exactly --

What do you think they want to say in response, no matter how
outrageous it may be, with no factual foundation under the
law?

I think that’s what Congress intended, Your Honor. It’s hard
to say when we don’t have a legislative history --

Right.
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-- but this is about as broad as it can be and I think

Congress intended, that the Commission was entitled to get

all information, good information, bad information, 100

percent correct, not 100 percent correct, and the only way to
guarantee they could get that information unimpeded was to
broadly provide that all such information at the request of

the Commission could not be the basis of civil liability to

anyone other than the United States. Seo if you lie to the
Commission, there are perjury problems, and the Commission
can go after you, as can the U.S. Department of Justice.

Mr. Keeney:

31.2 Keeney's remarks reflect Utrecht and the CPC’s position: that the FEC was entitled
to “good information, bad information, 100 percent correct, not 100 correct” in order
to be guaranteed it had "information.”

It is doubtful the Commission feels entitled to "rot 100 percent correct” or “bad
information.” How is the Commission expected to function and make decisions if it cannot
expect and assume that the information it is receiving in written statements is 100 percent
correct? Is it possible Utrecht and the CPC, i.e., President Clinton, can seriously

take the position that the FEC is so desperate for "information"” that it doesn’t care, or
concern itself with, whether the "information" is accurate or not?

31.2 Further, what kind of message would it send to the thousands of government contractors
throughout the federal system who must submit to an audit if the firm or individual being

audited can get away with making outrageous statements, as Utrecht did for the CPC,

and walk away with a favorable audit decision as well as with full protection from libel

claims?

Utrecht and the President’s Primary Committee (CPC), in effect, believe that innocent people can be
blamed for the actions of others in audits conducted by federal agencies. Are they

suggesting that if your reputation or business is ruined, suing for libet damages cannot

be an option because the federal agency involved is "entitled” to "bad information” znd

that protecting the flow of bad information is very important to the public good and if

you don’t like that, go 10 the U.S. Department of Justice and see what they can do about

it? Can they seriously advocate such a policy or law?

313 If Utrecht’s statements are true, as Keeney claims, and the Andersons prove in this
Report that the statements are false and defamatory, a court of law should decide on

the evidence and the documenis and determine what are the facts. The entire purpose of

the legal system, it seems to the Andersons, is that innocent people have recourse to

protect their rights and their reputations, against anyone, including the politically

powerful and well financed. Privilege in this case would take away a fundamental right:

the legal recourse to protect one’s reputation against false and defaratory statemenits,
especially if used as a scapegoat in a fraud scheme, as the Andersons were used.
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314 Last but not least, the following comment by Keeney quoted from the
Hearing Transcript is very special.

Here, Keeney, at the same time he is trying to make the case the FEC was demanding
information about POC and thus, the CPC’s comments are privileged, he is forced to
also make the case that POC was not identifiable by any of Utrecht’s statements. In
essence, he states to the Judge that the CPC, i.e., Utrecht, is adroit and clever

enough to answer the FEC’s very specific questions about POC without identifying POC -- an
incredible feat by anyone’s standards:

But here I think we have a very specific request {from

the FEC] that asks us about this company. We answer in
a way in which we don’t even identify the company,
Your Honor, and then we are dragged into court, alleging
that there’s something we said about the company that
was incorrect.

The Andersons reply: you bet!
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32.9
July 1998

A judicial ruling has not yet been made as to whether the
Clinton Committee is protected from the Andersons libel claims.

The Andersons feel the ruling will be in their favor, not just
because of this matter, but because the issue of whether a powerful
entity is privileged to lie about innocent vendors in a federal

audit in order to avoid legal penalty, is at stake.
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33.0

The false statements about the Andersons were the
crux of Utrecht's ultimately successful arguments.

CPC co-counse} Laura Shachoy and CPC
accountants in Litle Rock must have been well aware
that the statements about the Andersons were false,

Still, Shachoy signed off on MUR 4192, and the
accountants, both intimately involved with the audic
process, also "went along” with Utrecht’s false

and misieading story.

Had it not been a well planned, "group” endeavor,

the auditors would have learned about the CPC’s
management of the seeking and obtaining the redesignation
statements and they would have learned that the transfers
were based on discrete batches of the statements and

not Utrecht's "analysis.* The scheme would have fallen
apart and the CPC would have had to repay the

full $3.8 million in overpaid matching funds as

originally called for by the auditors.

The Anderson Repert’s supporting references are:
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33.1 Lyn Utrecht, Barbara Yates, Laura Shachoy, and Allen Wegeboft were each
intimately involved with CPC financial activities during 1992 and its actions and
statements to the FEC auditors throughout all audit phases. Each must have known the
Andersons and their firm had done an outstanding job for the CPC. Each must have
known that the CPC, and not the Andersons, sought, obtained, and transferred money

to the Compliance fund based on batches of the redesignation statements. Each must have
known Utrecht’s arguments would be unsuccessful if the FEC auditors found out about the
true origin and usage of the redesignation statements.

Given the number of auditors, the lengthy audit period, the number of meetings, the volume
and type of documents withheld from the auditors, and the aumber of false, defamatory
statements made about the Andersons in all audit stages, and the number and type of documents
in which the defamatory statements about the Andersons appeared, it is obvious the scheme
could not have been successfui without the complicity and full understanding of Yates,
Shachoy, and Wegehoft. Each must have "gone along with the story® during the audit. (Tab 4)

33.2 Each must have been complicit in withholding documents from the FEC auditors that
would have shown that the Andersons maintained good records and working papers that could
have provided answers to the auditors’ questions. Yet harsh, defamatory statements were
made against the Andersons even though the auditors were satisfied with the amendments.

33.3 Yates and Wegehoft were responsible for the redesignation data on the

Compliance funds’ computer and were also responsible for sending lists of that data to Pat
Anderson for her use in the redesignated contribution data "reconciliation” project. They

must have been complicit in covering up from the auditors evidence of "batches” of redesignation
forms and the relationship of the batches to the amounts transferred to the Compliance

fund.

33.4 Each must have been complicit in looking ahead to the day when the Andersons would
find out about the false statements. They must have conspired, or must have known about

the conspiracy, to withhold payment to the Andersons in order to obtain "evidence” and
"admissions" of mistakes from the Andersons, all of which have already been used by

Utrecht and CPC against the Andersons . (Libel, Tab 15)

33.5 Yates, and Wegehoft were present at every meeting that Utrecht had with

the Andersons in the offices of Public Office Corporation, 911 Second Street, N.E.,
Washington, D.C., including the meeting where Utrecht instructed the Andersons to destroy
computer files.

33.6 Each was complicit in continuing to pursue their false claims that the
Andersons acted inexerptly, unprofessionally, and greedily, by the act of obtaining the
redesignation statements, as evidence that Shachoy and Utrecht repeated the false
statements in the CPC’s response to MUR 4192.

33.7 Their combined, fraudulent actions produced a stunning monetary victory
against the FEC for $3 million and destroyed the Andersons’ reputation in the process.
The CPC’s actions, embodied in Utrecht, Shachoy, Yates, and Wegehoft, appeared as
bold, expert legal maneuverings which reduced the CPC’s repayment from $4.3 million
to $1.4 million and defended that outcome in MUR 4192.

-
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338 The CPC's top people are now hiding from libel claims by attempting

to make the case that the audit documents are "privileged” communications between the
CPC and the FEC. Nonsense. What chaos would ensue if those being audited by a

federal agency were "privileged” to lie. The overall strategy appears to be to prolong

the process -- to drag this whole thing out -- until everyone in the process gets tired

and, perhaps in years to come, when there is finally a trial, who will really care and who
will be around to make amends? In the meantime, the Andersons have a ruined business that
can no longer generate viable income or be sold. They are left with a ruined reputation

and the obligation for payments on a small building on Capitol Hill that at one time

provided offices for their once thriving business.

3.9 Lyn Utrecht was the CPC’s general counsel beginning about

September 1992; she was preceded by Christine Vamey of Hogan and

Hartson, Washington, D.C. Utrecht is a partner of Oldaker Ryan Phillips & Utrecht,
Washington, D.C. She was a staff lawyer at the FEC during 1979-1984, deputy general
counsel to the 1984 Dukakis presidential campaign; general counsel for Harkin 1992
presidential campaign. From the Andersons’ perspective, it appeared that Utrecht
orchestrated the scheme, or orchestrated it on the instructions from her superiors

at the Clinton Primary Committee (CPC). (Tab 29, Doc A)

Utrecht was intimately involved with every facet of the CPC’s FEC audit. She wrote
and signed the CPC’s response to the FEC Interim Audit Report in which the "new”
arguments for the CPC to keep the money are presented, a key parn of which was
falsely blaming the Andersons as responsible for the redesignation statements. Utrecht
was co-counsel with Laura Shachoy in MUR 4192 and signed off on the CPC’s response
to MUR 4192, a document in which a repeat of the false statements about the Andersons
appeared. Utrecht was savvy of the FEC audit process and how to manipulate the FEC
in order to get a favorable audit outcome and at the same time keep the money in the
Compliance fund.

She called a meeting with the Andersons in January 1995, attended by Yates and Wegehoft,
at which she told the Andersons the relationship between them and the CPC was being
terminated. As soon as possible, she wanted all documents, every scrap of paper, that was
not already in the storage room to be placed there and the keys turned over to the

CPC. She instructed the Andersons to prepare to delete all computer files and

contributor data relating to their work on the campaign. Before final payment was
tendered, she stated, the Andersons would be required to sign a statement they had
complied with the instructions, which also included not speaking to anyone about any
matter relating to the 1992 CPC. (Tab 24, Doc BB)

After the Andersons discovered the false statements, they wrote a letter to White House

Counsel Abner Mikva advising him of the problem (Tab 24, Doc CC). The Andersons never heard
from Mikva. Utrecht entered the picutre again when she must have instructed her attorney

to blast the Andersons with “red herrings” as "proof™ that what Utrecht had stated in the

CPC’s Interim Audit Response about the Andersons was true; Utrecht’s atttorey counter sued

the Andersons and they, along with their attomey, Mike Geltner, was hit with the threat of
sanctions.
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At every tum of events, including referring to sales and proposal documents that the
Andersons were requested to send to the White House during the fall of 1994 (details in
Tab 16), Utrecht has boldly defended, in legal filings in response to the Andersons’
suit, her false statements as true or substantially true. (Tab 15, Doc C, E, and G)

33.10 Barbara Yates, CPA, and a partner of Baird Kurtz and Dobson, a CPA firm
located in Little Rock, Arkansas, was an active participant in the scheme. Yates was part
of the group that prepared the inaccurate NOCO statements originally submitted to the FEC
that manipulated the FEC into paying the CPC more than $3 million in matching funds

it did not deserve. She and her assistant, Allen Wegehoft, also an employee of Baird

Kurtz and Dobson, were responsible for the Compliance fund’s administration and its
management of the redesignation statements as they were returned to Little Rock. Yates
and Wegehoft, though located in Littie Rock, have been present at every meeting that the
Andersons had with Utrecht other than the occasions when Pat Anderson went to Utrecht’s
office to talk to the FEC auditors over Utrecht’s speaker phone.

Barbara Yates prepared the debts and obligations schedules for the compliance reports, an
activity that was also blamed on POC (Tab 9). Yates was intimately involved with the

audit process and is quoted in the "exit" conference. She was also the one paying the

bills. The scheme to withhold payment of the Andersons invoices is likely to have been
coordinated between Utrecht and Yates. Wegehoft was responsible for sending the Compliance
fund’s lists of redesignated contributions to Pat Anderson at POC. He was also in charge of
the CPC and Compliance fund computers in Little Rock.

33.11  Laura Ryan Shachoy, though located in Massachusetts, was very active in

helping the CPC prepare for the audit; some of her activities involved working

directly with the Andersons. She also wrote and signed the CPC’s response to MUR

4192, a document in which Utrecht’s original false statements about the Andersons were
repeated. Shachoy must have known that the CPC, and not the Andersons, had obtained the
redesignation stalements.

33.12  Utrecht, Yates, Shachoy, and Wegehoft are legal and accounting consultants.
The fund which benefitted the most in the fraudulent scheme was the legal and accounting fund of
the general election, a fund restricted to paying only legal and accounting fees. All
four were part of the general election’s legal and accounting process.
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34.0

The Clinton Primary Committee (CPC) had more than enough money
to pay its debts — evidenced by the way it disposed of more

than 34 million AFTER receiving the undeserved

matching funds.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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.1 The Committee requested additional matching funds based on inzccurate NOCO
financial statements. The FEC, unware the Committee had unreported assets, paid the
matching funds as the Committee requested. While the Clinton Committee was taking the
federal matching funds money, ostensibly to pay debts it would otherwise not be able to

pay, the Committee began disposing of more than $3 million on non-primary campaign items.

34.2 The largest non-primary campaign expense was in the form of a series of

transfers of money to the Clinton/Gore Compliance fund, for a grand total of $2,444,557.
The Compliance fund is supposed to raise its own money and, by law, may not receive
federal money. Yet, the Committee began transferring contributions to the Compliance fund
BEFORE it received its last matching fund payment. (Tab 11 and 14)

34.3 The next largest non-primary campaign expenditure was in the form of a

series of payments to an Arkansas friend of Bill Clinton’s, W.P. Malone. Malone's
payments for “professional services” began in August 1993 (more than a year after the
primary campaign was over) and continued through March 1996, Cliaton’s fourth year in
office. The FEC never found out what Malone's "professional services” were for because the
Clinton Committee refused to say more. The Commissioners disqualified the payments as
primary expenses but took no additional action. Malone got to keep the money. The FEC,
nor anyone else, know, even today, what Malone did to eamn a total of $842,100. {Details
in Tab 17.}

344 The Committee repaid the U.S. Treasury $270,384 in penalties for using

matching funds money on other non-primary campaign expenditures. Among these was a
payment of $37,500 to Kimberly Moore, a campaign accounting department employee, who was
apparently paid off not to bring sexual harassment charges against David Watkins,

operations manager of the Clinton Campaign. [Details in Tab 18 of Report.]

345 The following summarizes the NON-primary items on which the Committee
disposed of more than $4.670 million AFTER it received an overpayment of matching funds
from the FEC of $3.6 million; clearly the primary committee had excess money even before
it requested additional matching funds!

$ 2,444,557 transferred to Compliance fund (GELAC)
842,100 non-qualified payments to W_P. Malone for unknown "professional services"
270,384 penalties for using matching funds in other non-qualified expenditures
40,859 penalties for Committee stale-dated checks (Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 95)
$ 3,597,900 non-qualified primary campaign expenditures AFTER receiving matching funds
1,072,344 reduced repayment of overpaid matching funds (should have been $3.6 million)

$ 4,670,244 total money out of the primary bank accouni AFTER it received overpayment of $3.6 m
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35.0

The Committee’s transfers had the effect of using federal
money to subsidize the Clinton/Gore *92 Compliance fund
by $2.4 million — the Bush/Quayle compliance fund
received no such subsidy.

Thus, the distribution of public money, which purpose
is to "level” the campaign playing field, actually "tilted”
it — before the fall election when it counted most —~

in favor of the Clinton/Gore *92 campaign.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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3s.1 Generically speaking, the GELAC, aka Compliance fund, component of a
presidential campaign is restricted to paying for legal and accounting expenses incurred
by its respective general election commitiee.

35.2 A compliance committee is funded by private contributions that cannot

exceed $1000 per contributor. Compliance funds may accept redesignated primary
“overlimit” contributions, i.e., the portion of an individual’'s contribution to the

primary that exceeds the $1000 imit. The compliance fund may also accept non-excessive
contributions redesignated from the primary provided the primary debts have been paid and
the redesignation statement is signed within 60 days of the contribution’s deposit. In

1992, both the Clinton/Gore and the Bush/Quayle campaigns established a compliance fund.

35.3 The 1992 Clinton/Gore and Bush/Quayle general clection campaigns were each
given a grant of $55.24 million of federal money with which to conduct their respective
campaigns. Federal law prohibits a general campaign committee from raising or accepting
private contributions. Each campaign may not spend a penny more than the granted amount;
legal and accounting expenses may be paid by funds in the respective compliance fund.

35.4 If there is not sufficient money in the compliance fund to pay the legal
and accounting expenses of the general election, the money must come out of the general
election’s granted amount.

35.5 During September and October 1992, the Committee solicited from 55,000

primary contributors a signed redesignation statement which, the Committee told the
contributors, would authorize it to transfer that contribution from the primary to the
compliance fund. More than 38,000 contributors responded and the Committee, between
September 30, 1992, and March 1, 1993, made 15 transfers of money from the primary bank
account to the compliance bank account; each tranferred amount equalled exactly the sum
total of the individually redesignated contributions in the 15 "batches” transferred.

35.6 The FEC auditors, looking back in time, calculated that the redesignations
were "not permissible” because the transfers had the effect of depleting the CPC's
assets before its debts were paid, creating the artificial appearance of deserving
additional matching funds.
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35.7  The Clinton Primary Commitiee would not have had the $2.4 million to transfer
to the Compliance fund had not the FEC paid the CPC an additional $3 million in
matching funds (based on inaccurate NOCOQ financial statements).

35.8  Thus, the net effect of the Clinton Primary Committee transfers of $2,444,557

to Compliance was that federal matching funds money subsidized the Clinton/Gore Compliance fund
but not the Bush/Quayle compliance fund, effectively tilting the distribution of public funds in
Clinton's favor by $2,444,557.

359 The Clinton CPC thinks it is unfair to have to abide by the election laws:

The [Clinton] Committee argues further that to require the
[Clinton/Gore '92] Compliance Committee to transfer the funds
back to the Primary Committee would result in unfairness to
the Committee because it may leave insufficient amount in the
Compliance Fund to pay continued general election winding
down costs.

(Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 89)

35.10  Letting the transfers stand is equivalent of subsidizing the Clinton/Gore
but not Bush/Quayle campaign, thus the FEC auditors state:

Therefore, for the Commission to forgo the transfer from the
Compliance Committee and the recapture of matching funds in
excess of entitlement from the Committee, would constitute a
matching fund subsidy for the Compliance Committee. Such a
subsidy would be well beyond the statutory scheme.

(Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 90)

"Well beyond the statutory scheme” is a nice way of saying in violation of the law. Further,
it means that the Clinton/Gore '92 compliance fund was subsidized by $2.4 million in federal
money but the Bush/Quayle campaign received no such subsidy.

35.11  Democratic Commissioner McDonald, during the December 1994 meeting, made

the following statement in an attempt to sarcastically downplay both the Republican Commissioners’
ire and the fact that what the Clinton Committee had done with the overpaid

matching funds, by transferring $2.4 million to a general election compliance fund)

created an unequal distribution of the public’s funds, giving Clinton/Gore effectively

$2.4 million more to spend than Bush/Quayle:

I can cite a number of cases where I feel as strongly as some
of my colleagues about this case, and some of them when it
actuaily made a difference before the election, instead of
two years after.

(FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page $8-99)
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35.12 But Commissioner McDonald is wrong; the issue did make a difference
before the election of 1992. The CPC set aside assets in a separate bank account
with the plan in mind to solicit those contributors to redesignate their primary
contribution to the Clinton/Gore *92 compliance fund. Before the November election,
$1,470,330.57 had actually been transferred from the primary bank account to the
Clinton/Gore *92 compliance fund and the CPC had already received matching funds
payments of $.8 million and $2.8 million it did not legally deserve to replenish the
primary’s bank accoum.

The remaining $1,000,000 in transfers were not made until after the November 3
election but for budgeting purposes, it didn’t matter. The CPC already had the
redesignation statements in hand and therefore could calculate exactly how much
they could transfer based on batches of redesignation statements.

35.13  Clearly, the Democratic FEC Commissioners allowed the Clinton Committee to

manipulate federal matching funds payments in such a way that the Clinton/Gore 92

Compliance fund received $2,444,557 in federal matching funds without the same amount
going to the Busl/Quayle compliance fund. Clearly, the money transfers and knowledge of
future transfers occured well before the November 3, 1992, general election and thus made

a substantial difference to the Clinton/Gore 92 spending capability.

35.14 The Republican Commissioners were upset, to say the least:
Finally, it is grossly improper to adopt such a free-spending
standard for only one candidate (the current President of the
United States), while every other campaign in the same cycle
has been held to a different and stricter rule.

(Republican Statement of Reasons, Tab 21, Doc C, page 8)

Anderson Report - Tab 2 - Documentary With References - Page 104 of 111




36.0
The FEC is easily manipulated.

The Andersonr Repori’s supporting references are:
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36.1 It is a criminal act to submit false and misleading information to a federal

agency, U.S.C. Title 18, Section 1001 (Tab 29, Doc B/Tab 3, Doc B), but the FEC doesn’t have the
research issues, even if chichanery is suspecied. The FEC can subpoena information but that

action is rarely used because it requires valuable resources and drags out the process.

(Tab 29, Doc G.1 and H)

In practice, this means that committees routinely ignore the requests of the auditors, as

evidenced by numerous statements throughout the final audit report where the Clinton Committee
refused to respond to the auditors’ requests for information or documents. The CPC was
obviously not worried about any repercussions. (Final Audit Report, Tab 28, examples on pages
9, 17, 23, 48, 49, 50, 53, 63, 65, 74, 75, and 76)

36.2 The FEC is abused "equally” by both Democrats and Republicans. (Tab 29, Doc H,
Doc 1, Doc J, Doc G.1)

36.3 The basic structure of the Commission, i.e., three Democrats and three Republicans,
virtually ensures that past actions of a given committee will not be reversed if the

committee has the support of its respective-party commissioners. It takes four votes to
reverse any action, otherwise, the past action, whether illegal or not, stands. That is

what happened during the Commission meeting regarding the matching funds overpayment for
the 1992 Clinton Committee:

A motion was made to support the [FEC] Staff [auditors and
general counsel] analysis requiring the application of

private contributions to remaining net outstanding campaign
obligations before the payment of further matching funds.
That motion failed by a vote of three to three with
{Republican] Commissioners Potter, Elliott and Aikens voting
in favor and [Democratic] Commissicners McDonald, McGarry and
Thomas voting against. A second motion to consider all post
date of ineligibiity contributions unmatchable unless
specifically designated for the primary election also failed

by the same vote.

(From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 94)

36.4 Information given in IRS Form 1040 instructions (Tab 29, Doc Q) do not fully inform

the taxpayer as to how the $3 checkoff (Tab 29, Doc 0.2) money is used. Absent announcements

at the national nominating conventions advising viewers that tax dollars pay for the Democratic

and Republican conventions, how are people to know? Further, very few people know that presidentia
nominees cannot accept private contributions toward the November election, given that the

presidential nominees are often the signatory on fundraising letters that give the impression that

the more money raised, the better the chances of the nominee getting the necessary votes for victory.
Very few people outside the federal election process know how the FEC uses the taxpayers’ money in

this most unique of federal programs. Revenues from the checkoff are declining (Tab 29,
Doc E and Doc W).
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- 365  Lyn Utrecht learned the ‘in’s and out’s’ of the federal election law and
the Commission practices during her employement at the FEC as an attorney from 1979-1981,
and as Special Assistant General Counsel from 1981-1984. (Tab 29, Doc A)

36.6  The FEC Commissioners are politically appointed; Republican Commissioner

Trevor Potter resigned in October 1995, and as of April 1, 1998, has not been replaced. In
the meantime, decisions that have included the very controversial general election year 1996
have been made by a Commission comprised of 3 Democrats and only 2 Republicans. (Tab 29,
Doc F, Doc G, Doc H.1, Doc I)

o de
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37.0

Bill Clinton personally guaranteed — in exchange for public
funding — that he and his authorized committee would abide
by the election law.

The Anderson Report’s supporting references are:
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37.1 Before receiving public financing, the candidate must personally guarantee
to the FEC that he/she and the authorized committee, will submit to the FEC any information
it requests and otherwise abide by the election law and pay penailties, us required.

A copy of Bill Clintoa’s personal guarantee that he and his authorized committee would
abide by the election law and comply with FEC requests in exchange for the public’s
matching funds money, is in Tab 29, Doc K/Tab 3, Doc A.

37.2 In Tab 29, Doc P and Q, are pages from FEC first counsel’s opinion on MUR 4192
(complete opinion text in Tab 21, Doc D) in which Lawrence Noble stated that the Clinton
Committee, with President Clinton as legally responsible, had violated two statues (statute
text in Tab 29, Doc L and M).

373 Utrecht may respond that the Commission’s later vote rejected Noble’s

opinion that William J. Clinton had violated the law and that is true. Bat it is also

true that the Commission’s vote was BEFORE even the Andersons were aware that the CPC
had blamed them for obtaining the redesignation statements.
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38.0

The Commissioners have not considered this issuc before because
they did not know until now that the Clinton 92 Committees made
false statements and submitted them to the FEC.

‘The Anderson Report’s references are:
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The Clinton Committee lied to the FEC in four very significant areas in carrying out
its scheme to defraud the Commission of $3 million in federal matching funds:

38.1 The CPC lied about its treatment of post-DOI contributions by blaming

the Andersons firm, Public Office, for seeking and obtaining the redesignation statements
by "mistake.” The Commission acted upon the false information that the vendor, not the
CPC, obtained the statements.

38.2 The CPC denied auditors access to documents and financial records
that they must have known were in the possession of the Andersons.

38.3 The CPC hid from auditors an untold number of documents pertaining to

the batches of redesignation statements the CPC had originally used as the basis to

make the 15 transfers from the Primary to the Compliance fund, copies of which are in the
Report. The Commission acted on the false information that the transfers were based on
an "analysis” performed by the CPC.

33.4 The CPC made other false and misleading statements about the

Andersons, biaming them for everything from not keeping good records to falsely
identifying their firm "POC" as being responsible for debts and obligations schedules in
order to reinforced to the FEC the idea that the Andersons were capable of obtaining the
redesignation statements without the CPC’s knowledge, and two, the FEC was led to
believe that the CPC’s problems with the Andersons’ services was the reason the

CPC had to file amended compliance reports, and thus justifying the CPC’s high
winding down costs.

The Commissioners voted twice to allow the controversial Clinton Committee actions to
stand, once in the final audit meeting, and later in the MUR 4192 decision, but each vote
was based on faise and misleading information provided by the CPC which the
Commissioners treated as true.

The Repon shows that the CPC went to great lengths to "set up” the Andersons as
responsible for secking and obtaining the redesignation documents and even carried out
centain of its plans to defend itself if the Andersons found out about the scheme.

The Commission has not considersd the CPC’s treatment of its post-DOI contributiens
in light of the evidence provided in this Report that proves:

The CPC — not the Andersons through their firm, POC -- initiated and carried out
the project of seeking and obtaining redesignation statements using its staff and other
resources in Little Rock. Had the FEC known the true origin of the statements, the
CPC would have had to repay the U.S. Treasury an additional $3,000,000 in everpaid
matching funds.
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Andemei_l’ Report - Tab 3
3@1—301’: Miscellapeous

Doc 3001-03/A — Leiter signed by Bill Clintor in which he guarantees he and his
authorized committee will abide by the election law; ke received matching

funds in exchange for this guarantee,

Doc 30044058 -- Regulations regarding statements or entries in general.

Doc 3006-09/C — Background information regarding federal elections.

Doc 3010/D -- Summary of candidates who received maching funds for 1992 election.
Doc 3011/E ~ FEC Chronology of events for Clinton committees.

Doc 3012-13/F — Enumeration of Clinton Primary Committee’s False Siatements

Doc 3014/G — Summary of transfers to which FEC anditors ebjected; total of $2.4 million.
Doc 3015/1 — Summayry of mstching funds submissions.

Doc 3036/] - Summary of sigaificant "money events® for Clinton Primary Committee.
Dec 3017/K — Anderson Report in 3 "Nutshelt”
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Bovember 12, 1991

John Warren McGarry, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, MW

Washington, DC 20462

Dear Chairman McGarry:

As a candidate seeking to become eligible to receive Presidential
primary funds, I certify and agree to the following provisions:

I.

1I.

1II.

Iv.

V.

vI.

1 a® seeking the nomination of the Democratic Party
for elsction to the Office of President in more than
one State. I and/or my authorized committee have
received matchable contributions which in the
aggregate exceed $5,000 from residents of each of at
least tventy States which with respect to any one
person do net exceed $250.00.

I and/or my authorized committee have not incurred
and will not incur qualified campaign expenses in
excess of the expenditure limitations prescribed by
26 U.S.C. §%035 and 11 C.F.R. Part 9035.

I acknowledge that I have the burden of proving that
disbursezents made by me, and any of my authorized
committee or agents are qualified campaign expenses
as defined at 11 C.F.R. 5032.9.

I and my authorized committee will comply with the
documentation requirements set forth in 1l C.F.R.
§9033.11.

Upon the reguest of the Commission, I will supply an
explanation of the connection betwveen any
disbursement nmade by me or my authorized committee
and the cappaign as prescribed by.11 C.F.R.
§9033.1(b) (3). :

In accordance with 11 C.F.R. §%033.1(b)(4), I and my
authorized committee agree to kesep and furnish to the
Commission all documentation for matching fund
submissions, any books, records (including bank
records for all sccounts) and supporting
decuzentation and other information that the
Commission may request.

300
PO, Box 615 - Lislle Fock, Arkansas 72203
eaprong (S01) 3721992 - FAX (S01) 372-2292
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vII'

VIII.

Ix.

3002

As provided at 11 C.F.R. §9033.1(b)(35), I and my
suthorized committee agres to keep and furnish te the
Commission all decumentation relating to
disbursesents and receipts including any books,
records (including bank records for all accounts),
znd docusentation required by this section including
those regquired to be maintained under 11 C.F.R.
9033.11, and other information that the Commission
may request. The records provided for the post-
primary audit shall also include preduction of
sagnetic media containing all information required to
be maintained on my authorized commities receipts and
disbursepents, if my authorized committee maintains
its records on computer. Upon reguast by the
Commission, documentation explaiming ths computer
softvare capabilities shall also ba provided. fThe
production of all computerized information shall be
in conformance with 11 C.F.R. §9033.12.

I and =y authorized committee will obtain and furnish
to the Commission upon reguest all documentation
relating to funds received and disbursesents made on
my behalf by other pelitical committees and
organizations associated with me.

In accordance with 26 U.S.C. §%038 and 11 C.F.R.
§9033.1(b)(7), I and my authorized committee shall
permit an audit and examination pursuant to 11 C.F.R.
Part 9038 of all receipts and disbursements,
including those made by me, all authorized committees
and any agent or person authorized to make
expenditures on my behalf or on behalf of my
authorized committees. I and my authorized committee
shall facilitate the audit by making available in one
central location, office space, records and such
personnel as are necessary to conduct the audit and
examination, and shall pay any amounts required to be
repaid under 11 C.F.R. Parts 9038 and 9039.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. §9033.1(b)(8), the person
listed below is entitled to receive matching fund
payments on my behalf which will be deposited into
the listed depository which I have designated as the
campaign depository. Any change in the information
required by this paragraph shall not be effective
until submitted to the Commission in a letter signed
by me or the Treasurer of my authorized principal
campalgn committee.
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Name of person: Bruce Lindsey

Mailing Address: Clinton for President Committee

P.0O. Box 615
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203

Designated Depository: Worthen National Bank

Address:

xl.

200 W. Capitel Avenue
Little Rock, AK 72201

Fursuant to 11 C.F.R. §%033.1(b} (%), (10), and {(11),
I and my authorized committee will: (A) prepare
matching fund submissions in accordance with the
Federal Election Commission’s Guideline for
Presentation in Goed Order, including the provision
of any magnetic media pertaining to the matching fund
subnissions and which conforms to the requirements
specified at 11 C.F.R. §9033.12; (B) comply with the
applicable requirements of 2 U.S.C. §431 et seg.; and
the Commission’s regulations at 11 C.F.R. Parts 100-
115, and 9031-9039; {(C) pay civil penalties included
in a conciliation agreement imposed under 2 U.S.C.
§437g against myself, any of my authorized committees
or any agent thereof.

Sincerely,
1?2}144A eAuLA-—Er¢2,\,/\

Governor Bill Clintoen
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TrrLe 18. CRIMES AND CRIMINAL PROCEDURE §1001

refusing to make any political contribution, or working or refusing lo
work on behalf of any candidate. Any person who violates this sec-
tion shall be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than
three vears, or both.

§1001. Statements of entries generally

Whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of any depart-
ment or agency of the United States knowingly and willfully faisifies,
conceals or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact,
or makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or representa-
tions, or makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the
same to contain any false, fictitious or fraudulent statement or entry,
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than
five years, or both.

3005 91
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BACKGROUND o¢n Federal Elections

M Most taxpayers are familiar with the first question on IRS Form 1040 about
whether or not to divert $3 of their taxes to the Presidential Public Funding
Program (Program). Beyond the checkoff question concerning funding for the
only U.S. Government program which is at the direct mercy of the individual
taypayer, this unique government program receives little atiention. Few
know specifics of how the money is spent or how it is accounted for.

Rather, the public’s attention has been focused on presidential funding of
another type: campaign finance abuses regarding private contributions,
particularly those solicited by the 1996 presidential candidates for themselves
and their political party. Again, little attention has been given to abuses
which have occurred in the checkoff Program even though every four years it
gives more than twice as much money to each major presidential candidate than
what each raises privately. Moreover, since its creation in 1976, the Program
5 has poured over a billion doliars into the "political” process of electing the
i president of the United States.

The presidential election ritual begins every four years with state caucuses
and presidential primary elections. Few of the voters and onlookers know that
_ for example, in 1992, the presidential election year relevant to the Anderson
Report, taxpayers provided a total of 543 million which was paid by the Program
) in what is, in essence, "public assistance" to the field of Democratic and
Republican presidential candidates who participated in the caucuses and

‘ primaries. During the summer of that same year, millions of Americans watched
the Democratic and Republican political conventions on television. Not many
viewers were aware, however, that the taxpayer-funded Program completely
financed those events. Each political party had received a grant of $11
million from the Program, the legal limit that could be spent by each party -
on its respective convention.

Also, within 48 hours of the end of each convention, the party’s nominee

received a $55 million grant from the Program which is to be spent on the
campaign of the presidential and vice presidential candidates -- all the money”

the election law allowed to be spent on the general election. Though the names

of both President Bush and Governor Clinton appeared on many appeals for money
during the fall campaign, not a penny raised from those fundraising efforts

could be, or was, added directly to the $55 million grant,

In addition to separate primary and general election committees; presidential

candidates have yet a third committee, generically referred to as a "general

election legal and compliance fund.” The compliance fund is interchangably

known by its acronym GELAC. Unlike the primary and general election

committees, however, the compliance fund is not supposed t0 benefit from money

in the Program. Only private contributions, if specifically solicited for the

compliance fund, are considered legal funding. Typically, nominees raise

between $3 and $6 million for their compliance funds but there is no legal 300
J limit to the total amount of money that may be raised. 6
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The compliance fund is also restrictive in that it may spend its money only if .
paying expenses which have been determined by the FEC as qualified legal and
accounting expenses of the general election committee. The general election
committee itself has no restriction on the amount of money it may spend on
legal and accounting expenses per se, as long as the fixed, overall spendmg
limit imposed by the the amount of the Program’s grant (SSS million in 1992) is
not exceeded.

Put another way, the compliance fund may pay as many of the general election’s
legal and accounting bills as there are funds available. The more legal and
accounting expenses the general election can offload to the compliance fund,

the more grant money will be left in the general election committee available
for purchasing services and things like television ads, which more directly

relate 1o getting the candidate elected in November,

The theory behind public financing of presidential primaries is to encourage
qualified candidates to run for their party’s presidential nomination by easing
the candidate’s burden of fundraising, thus giving candidates more time to
devote to important public issues.

So far as the public financing of political conventions and the general

election campaigns is concerned, the obvious objective is to create a "level
playing field". By providing each party the same amount of public money to
spend on the nationally televised political conventions and the ensuing
presidential general election campaigns, supposedly the focus will shift

from money to public issues.

To recap, the Program gives all of the money it receives from the $3 checkoff
to the political process of electing the president. First priority is given to
setting aside money for the nominating convention grants; second priority is
setting aside money that will be gramcd to the two general election nominees.
The Program’s remammg money is paid out to presidential primary candidates
who qualify to receive assistance in the form of matching funids. None of the
Program’s money goes toward voter registration, or electronic voting booths, or
the general administrative costs of the Federal Election Commission (FEC), the
federal elections regulatory agency.

The FEC has the oversight responsibility for all campaigns relating to federal
public office, that is, it tracks contributions and expenditures for all
campaigns of candidates running for the U.S. Senate, the U.S. ‘House of
Representatives, and the President and Vice President of United States. The
FEC is also the Program’s administrator.

In exchange for public funds from the Program, the candidate gives a personal
guarantee that the legal entity authorized as the candidates® agent, called a
commitiee, will abide by the election law and fulfill any reporting and
documentation requirements of the FEC. Even with the candidates’ personal
guarantee, the FEC's responsibility of dispensing the public’s money fairly and
making sure it is properly accounted for is a difficult job. (Tab 3, Doc A)

Anderson Report - Background - Tab 03, Page 2 of 4
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As it is commonly known that making a false or misleading statementtoa .
federal agency is a criminal offense (Tab 3, Doc B). Thus, the FEC presumes,
as it should, that as an agency of the federal government, care is taken by
candidates and committees to submit to it only truthful and, in theory,
verifiable information in mandatory reports and statements. Like most federal
agencies, however, it does not have enough resources to support a complete
verification of information or full investigatory process.

Thus, the FEC auditors, general counsel, and commissioners rely solely on "the
most recent” information submitted to it as the basis for enforcement

decisions. Where candidates and committees need to change any information
initially reported to the FEC, "amendments" to the original reports or
subsequent statements to the FEC are always gratefully accepted and,
thereafter, regarded as the latest information upon which enforcement and
regulatory decisions are made.

Moreover, the FEC is faced with the challenge that the authorized committee of
a candidate who accepted Program money, usually in the person of the
committee’s general counsel, will do everything possible to put a favorable
"spin" on committee actions in order to maximize the committee’s use of public
funds and otherwise reduce any repayments the auditors might call for.

It is for this reason that the audit of committees receiving public funds are
sometimes lengthy and laborious. Everyone has an opportunity to "have a say”
about the "issues" at hand, which usually have to do with money and whether
or not repayment is due the U.S. Treasury.

Final audit repayment decisions are made by the Commissioners, three Democratic

and three Republican political appointees, who meet and dicuss publicly the
findings of the auditors before they vote. A 3-3 tie vote means a committee’s
past actions stand -- that is no action is taken by the FEC. Before the FEC

can reverse a committee’s past actions or require repayment, the Commissioners’
vote must have at least a 4-2 split. If the three Democratic Comissioners

unite their vote against the Republican Commissioners, a tie creates the

situation that a committee does about what it pleases with political backing.

In 1992, Bill Clinton and Al Gore, on behalf of the Clinton/Gore 92 General
Election Committee, accepted the Program’s $55 million grant with which to
conduct their general election campaign (as did President Bush and Vice
President Quayle for their general election committee). Before the general
election, Bill Clinton's Primary Committee had received a total of $12 million
from the Program’s matching funds assistance (George Bush’s primary had
received $11 million in matching funds).

Two years later, after the completion of the audit of the Clinton Primary

Committee, the FEC auditor’s formally recommended that the Commissioners
require the Clinton Primary Committee to repay a total of $4.3 million, $3.6 of

- Anderson Report - Background - Tab 03, Page 3 of 4
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which they showed had been paid from the Program in excess of the Clinton -
Primary Committee's entitlement. The Clinton Primary Committee submitted legal
arguments to avoid repayment. The Democratic Commissioners supported the
arguments to repay the Program’s money which had been submitted by the general
counsel of the campaign committee of the first Democrat in the White House in
twelve years. The FEC auditors, general counsel, and Republican Commissioners
opposed the arguments to keep the $3.6 million. A tie vote along party lines
ensued and the Clinton Primary Commiittee’s actions taken two years earlier went
unchecked. The Clinton Primary Committee repaid some $1.4 million of the

$4.3 million recommended originally by the FEC auditors.

The Anderson Report is a five-volume document concerning the controversial
audit of President Clinton’s first primary committee. It focuses on the main

issue of the audit, overpaid matching funds, not from the standpoint of whether

or not the Democratic Commissioners or the Republican Commissioners were right
or wrong in their interpretation of the law, as reflected in their votes. The
Democratic Commissioners are entitled to their legal opinion just as the
Republicans, FEC auditors, and FEC general counsel are entitled to theirs.

Rather, the purpose of the Anderson Report is to show that the opinions of the
Commissioners, both Democratic and Republican, were arrived at based on certain
critical information given to the FEC by the Clinton Primary Committee’s

general counsel and that the information was COMPLETELY FALSE.

The Anderson Report also shows that those at the FEC -- on both sides of the

issue -- used the false information in their arguments. The false information
"enabled” the Democratic Commissicners to support the Clinton for Presid
Committee and at the same time "prevented” those that opposed the Clinton
Primary Commiittee’s arguments from making more effective arguments that the
money should be repaid. As such, the Anderson Report concludes that the faise
information submitted to the FEC by Clinton Primary Committee’s general counsel
stacked the audit outcome in the favor of the Clinton Primary Committee.

To recap: The Anderson Report recounts the arguments made by both sides. It
does not stand in judgment of the arguments one way or another or weigh the
merits of the arguments, one way or another. Rather it shows that the false
statements materially affected the Commissioners’ final vote. It is clear from
the documented facts in the Anderson Report that if the Clinton Primary
Committee had addressed the information truthfully, and not made the false and
misleading statements, it would have had to repay the full $3.6 million in
overpaid matching funds (the bulk of the $4.3 million total repayment) as the
FEC zuditors had originally recommended.

Anderson Report - Background - Tab 03, Page 4 of 4
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that were previously rejected because

of deficiencies in the original sub-

mission.) 4

Métching Fund Payments

Through April 1993

Cumulative

Candidate Total

Republicans

Patrick Buchanan $ 5,199,987

George Bush 10,658,521

Democrats

Lamry Agran 269,692
. Jerry Brown 4,239,405
~ Bill Clinton 12,536,135

Tom Harkin 2,103,362
: Bob Kerrey 2,195,530
. Pavl Tsongas 2,995,449
" Douglas Wilder 289,027

New Aliiance Party

Lenora Fulani 2,013,323

Natuzal Law Party

John Hagelin 353,160

Total $42,853,591
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Update on the 1992 Matching .
Fund Program

By the end of March 1993, the
Commission had certified almost
$42.9 million in maiching funds to the
11 Presidential primary candidates
who qualified for the 1992 matching
fund program. March 1 was the last
day candidates could request match-
ing funds in an original submission.
(Only three candidates made submis-
sions on that date,} The Commission
certified payments for the last submis-
sions in late March, and the payments
were made by the U.S. Treasury in
early April. (See table below.)

Candidates may continue to make
resubmissions through September
1993, although payments based on
resubrmnissions will probably be small.
{Resubmissions contain contributions
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Enumeration of False Statements

ITEM 1. William R. Anderson and Patricia W. Anderson concur with the

FEC general counsel’s opinion in Matter Under Review 4192 that the Clinton for
President Committee (Primary Committee), William J. Clinton, candidate, and the
Clinton/Gore 92 General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Committee
(GELAC), William J. Clinton and Albert Gore, Jr., candidates, violated 11
C.F.R. 9003.3(a)(1), 104.14{d), and 9034.5(a) when the Primary Committee:

-

-

Submitted inaccurate financial information in its Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligation (NOCO) financial statements (Tab 21, Doc D, page 18), and

Transferred $2.4 million to the GELAC while the Primary Committee still

had debts (Tab 21, Doc D, page 16).

ITEM 2. The Andersons provide proof in their Report that the

Primary Committee and GELAC Committees led by Lyn Utrecht, general counsel in
Washington, D.C., Laura Ryan Shachoy, co-counsel, from Boston, Massachusetts area,
and Barbara Yates, its CPA in Little Rock, Arkansas, manipulated the FEC’s decision
making process by making false and misleading statements to the FEC during the audit
of the Primary Committee. The Primary Committee also obstructed the justice sought by
the Complainants in MUR 4192 when its attorneys repeated to the FEC in that matter,
the same false statements about the Andersons that had originally been made during

the audit.

The following enumerates the Primary Committee’s false and misleading statements
to the Federal Election Commission, a violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1001:

The Primary Committee falsely stated that its vendor POC, the Andersons’ firm,
sought and obtained approximately 38,000 redesignation statements without the
knowledge of the Primary Committee. The Primary Commiitee stated that the
redesignation statements should not have been requested and referred to a
financial incentive provision in the vendor’s contract to obtain additional
documentation as the motive. The Anderson Report shows that the

Primary Committee obtained the redesignation statements using its staff and
other resources in Little Rock, Arkansas. (Refer to Tabs 4 and 5)

As part of its coverup of the origin of the redesignation statements, the

Primary Committee withheld information and eriginal decuments from the FEC
auditors that could show a precise correlation between the 15 separate bank
transfers (adding up to $2,444,557) and the sum of the individual batches of
redesignation statements, which, if taken all together, also add up to

$2,444 557, (Refer 10 Tabs 6, 7, and 14)

The Primary Committee falsely stated that the $2,444,557 transferred to the

GELAC was a figure that could be accounted for by the Primary Committee’s 012
“analysis" of the disputed contributions. (Refer to Tab 7)

- Anderson Report - Tab 03 - Enumeration - Page 1 of 2 3 - F.



— The Primary Committee made false and misleading statements to the FEC
that negatively reflected on the quality of the professional services and expertise
of the Andersons and their firm POC, singling out POC as the only vendor that
was not vigorously defended by the Primary Committee during the audit.
(Refer to Tabs 8, 10, and 11)

- The Primary Committee denied the existence of work papers and records
thereby preventing the FEC from examining documents the Primary Committee
must have known all along were in the possession of POC. (Tab 8)

-- The Primary Committee falsely stated in Attachment 5 of the final audit
report that "POC" prepared Debts & Obligations Schedules from “inception
through March, 1993 which gave the false impression that it was because
of POC’s poor services that the data was re-entered and amendments filed.
POC assisted the Primary Committee for the first four months in 1992;
thereafter, its accounting department in Little Rock filed the reports.

(Refer to Tab 9, POC Did Not Prepare Debts & Obligations Schedules)

- The Primary Committee created the false impression to the FEC
that it was because of POC’s unprofessional and poor quality work that the
Primary Committee had to prepare the complete set of amendments that were
filed in July 1993. POC’s work was excellent in all respects.
(Refer to Tabs 8, 10, and 11)

-- The Primary Committee made misleading statements that gave the
false impression that POC’s management of matching funds prior to Clinton’s
period of "ineligibility” was slow; Utrecht stated that slow processing
created an "unfair” situation where the Primary Committee could not get
its full entitlement of matching funds before it entered that period.
(Refer to Tab 11, POC’s Matching Funds Nearly Perfect)

The false and misieading statements were submitted to the FEC in either Utrecht’s
July 1994 Response to the FEC’s Interim Audit Report for the Clinton for President
Committee, or in Attachment 5 of the Clinton for President Committee’s final audit

report. (Tab 23, Utrecht’s Interim Audit Response and Utrecht/Shachoy Response to
MUR 4192)

Other statements represented informal information given to the auditors which they
included in both their Interim Audit Report, released in April 1994, and Final Audit
Report, released in December 1994.

Because the false and misleading statements represented "explanations" to the
auditors’ findings and concerns, they were repeated by the anditors and appeared in
their report to the Commissioners, the final version of which - with false
statements appearing as truth in the official document -- was released to the federal
election community. (Tab 28, Final Audit Report)

30138 ger—
- Anderson Report - Tab 03 - Enumeration - Page 2 of 2



Lt d A

.

b

T

W

= R L

4 T

Page |

~
PROBEEHS

FeSeCTsssEReTETsEEENe

L edbrgee
[

nDODOOOONn

MHODSOOOD
e o 8 s o sfes

SOCOMDooS
o o .

©un,

-

oy

DIFF
. 566,00
179

.

HNODBSODOO
M OOVODOOD
* ® & * * 3 » 8 s B
CSCOUHANOODOD
1 07) w0 45 MO -t
N o=t o £ SO D L]
W T e 45

v

TOTAL
ACCOUNTED FoR
81888,56

Y
DODOODDLOODO
egee \-A-1-1-1-1-]
. v e . .
oMmoOme
Nrty M
NS glﬂ

+ & o @

OOOO000000L0
[-1-2-7-1-T-7-T-1-1-]

® & 8 2 = @ " v e
:::l:lI:Dl:ll:l‘:ll:!l:ilﬁbtl

g,00

UKABLE TO
IDENTIFY

® &8 & 3 4 a9 s w e

OTHER
CISY

o
My
N, . OW

VODOTOSGOOC0
POOLOODOODO
- e 5 4 & e

-]

. s e
Snnooono
O |

REFUND

cocsnGoannoo
fecooaccadon

" ® S & 8w BB
o delod-1-2-1-1-1-1-7. %
1!3:2: et

DNMOEC B BWWWS
O QOOEEES -
EEEEYEECT- -

5
.5

R
HNEMWNOoOOoO ,
Pl IRV oW L
baioda L I =T-TV]
WS e

15801

XFER AMT
82

TEMC AT — T ey

-
21_.
e

&t otodcon o -

!

ACT

.
‘r

SOOOBOGOABO
CoOCODOBCoO -

P e ’, *

A )
R

S
. .‘ r
R

OTHE

MOOONMBOoOGD .
il

‘.

NODONDEEZO .,
v -

SUSPENSE

. i S
) 57 €5 QRN D = o
Wr OO M ENOg It .

2
]
[ R
|
Ll
-

&
)f

-
U 45 €0 T 450 o WD P OB D ¢~
WP D MMM NN RS D
«e e s eses0e
DD A D i i
OC AT PDMgmed  °
AP O v 40 U3 €3 40 54D o4 5D
D NAD © T A0 P D, 0D P
TR O ol D &3 Do o0
[ I ) L1 L

'32242 R

TOTAL
ACCOUNTED For

COOMDODDODO. -’
CODHDLCDIODO

NN Y YT
ONMNNONIRSNOS -
DrODMEO)

TOTAL
PROBLENS

3
]
L]
’
L]
L3
L
»
[
»
L]
]
»
1
L)
»
L
*
L3
L]
L]
]
1]
L]
1
L]
3
[}
[ ]
]
[ ]

bt
O0OCONOBOOD _

UNABLE 10
I0ERTIRY

DOHOOLOO0

=1 PODOODODVOD - -

S s e c v e s ne e

COGCOLONOGOD .
- - l:?ll’lll';;:- -~
B L1 h

LIsT

. _*‘ﬁir:
feo k ::!E!’=l
ay, SR
UOoOOODOON - L

LT T-T-T-7- P

LA LRl LT TR g A
.

REFUND

0y
o -
.~ meie e @ mal -

- R
BOHGOM BN
CammmmINOCo;
* 32 0 2'e o 0 e

1 o e €3 o D P AN TN -

1.51, ,
8,88,

. 27689
180

=33y

XFER DATE

5
* 10~08-
3
05~
14
02~
i
‘03~01-83
0315




— *004 Aq peijeIsuap ..

ncomwwnhm.. spuny msa@m \m\\.&\\\mvm\.\ oty 7 P et \.3&\»\“%% A TR X .\Jm\u‘u&\\ws
- “V\ \IJ“ .H\ i ; v
T b \»ﬁ& A s A2,

J
124 .ﬁ\\\\ \\Wk\u.\\ \:\ ﬂ\@\u\&kw\u N \thx\\\\v%\ \..K »K

o . : v,
N ol

ey C 4 \\\\\\\ \ (G AT 1Y L AT &@.\ \%

e seriecs g £0°905° 2Ly 18 L61'6 ¥12€0°9C9°218 §Iviol
cAansuSsERO. mumreameexma c-m-ww cemassaswceans . D
91°181°'528°2 2T oo/ S5TI16°SLL TR | —¢h 500°FD o1 00¥'090°2 ots z8/1/6

5 N ~
SPL20°99¢L°Y v A\:w.\ 9% °609°'591 6zs't - €7 ¥66'IC 9 160°C6L" T 60 28/t/0
6£°665 1EH 1 00 wss vRTLZLTO vic wm.w 113814 6L 050°2Sk ‘Y a0s 26 /¢

s e %

£9°960°EST°Y 0t . 8ds 20T20v7207 (7100 P2/ L 19°691°551°1 Los /1l
£6°6{y'060°1 0 .\.\ hE 7/ 057 Lvs 20T 9157 = 827 Uv'D €e-otto0l"t 90§ WIS
. §9°5¥8°040°1 LA % 05°€99°201 956 \ 22/ SNN9 9 ezL’9L0’t $0S- 1AV
~ §6°BE6°2IV"Y 9° o, CE7” 00°560°98 oLt = 4a/ 100701 oooTv et I vos W/t
" 12°592°988 2T o, S/ usc2zetent 1113 o/ S8 00°90£°199 €os - e/l
- U128 g ‘qu..u 06°505°10 ¢ 198 g.kia\n 315y £2°602°1C8 141 W
:.Sn.&m $ BAOUYD ¢ 101 :3 1 01°159° ;m § 108 16/z20/21
vu.:?.uu.n ety 4 el Jodd) % SI1ARP} IV wodg § 2_:3.,2 ] 5403IRQ14JU0) POII)EQNS § $S049 . FQNS  PO))JWQNS 3RQ

\\\\w \VN‘E suosS|wQNS SPUny BujydoieN Jo Kdewmng , . “

P ESE T i

iaf‘
23
al

|

3015

W \Vc. 277U Lp?7 S O/S nNRu\\



Summary of Significant *Money" Events - Clinton for President 1992

# of
Date Range Deposits contributions
P E €A0 Matchil 910801-910%30 $ 200,928 604
P E GAD Match#l 911001-911031 643,677 3,145
P E GAO Match#l 911101-911130 349,481 1,286
P E GAD Match#2 911201-911231 2,079,808 5,902
P E GAO Match#3 020101-92013] 1,590,683 5,258
P E GAO Match#4 920201-920229 2,288,926 12,136
P E GAD Match#5 920301--920331 2,141,237 9,526
P E GAO Match#6 920401-920430 2,396,679 10,071
P E GAO Match#7 920501-920531 2,332,142 12,225
P IE GAO Match#8 920601-920630 3,032,741 40,779
P 1E GAO Match#9 920701-920715 1,571,367 26,782
G IE GAD Desig Match#10 920716-920731 2,684,216 5),357
G IE GA0 Desig Match#10 920801-920805 668,615 11,645
¢ IE GAO NoDesig X 920806-920820 1,544,110 30,967
G IE S NoDesig X 920821-920831 396,161 4,092
& IE S NoDesig X 920901-920930 469,253 6,472
G It S NoDesig X 921001-92103] 402,275 5,736
G IE S NoDesig X 921101-921130 166,821 1,772
IE ) NoDesig X 921201-921231 65 4
$24,959,194 239,759
P = Campaign inception to nomination, the official period of the Primary;
afterwhich it began to wind down its ogerat1nn even though it continued
to accept contributions and request matching funds.
G = Nomination through November national election represents General Election.

E = Marks the deposits that were submitted for magchin? funds, the payments
for which were RECEIVED during Clinton’s eligibilily, the period in which
his Committee did not have to prove "need® to get matching funds.

IE = Marks the deposits which were submitted for matching funds, the payments for
which were received during Clinton’s INeligibility, the period in which his
Committee had to prove "need" before qualifying for matching funds.

GAO = Contributions deposited in Primary Committee’s regular account, the general
operating account (GAQ).

S = Contributions deposited in the Primary Committee’s "suspense® account
which was opened August 21, 1992.

Desig = Per Utrecht’s arguments, post-nomination contributions which were
Broper)y designated to the Primary Committe and thus matchable.

NoDesig = Per Utrecht’s arguments, contributions which were NOT properly
designated to the Primary Committee which should inure to the GELAC.
No difference could be found by the auditors between Desig & NoDesig.

Match# = Marks period in which contributions were submitted for matchingmfunds.
Requests containing the previous month’s contributions were submitted
at the beginning of the month and the FEC certified an amount
which was paid {o the Primary Committee at month’s end.

X = Marks the period during which the Primary Committee recejved $2.9 million
in contributions, none of which were submitted for matching funds. Utrecht,
in her written Response, stated the Primary Committee performed an analysis
of the $2.9 million and determined that $2.7 million was not properly designated
to the Primary; she stated that is where the 32.4 million transferred to tge
GELAC came from. There may have been an ana1¥sis, but the $2.4 million came
from the sum of 15 batches of redesignation statements, each correlating
to one of the 15 1um§-sum transfers shown on the GAQ and suspense bank
statements as going te the GELAC; that relationship was kept from the auditors.

3016
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ANDERSON REPORT -- NUTSHELL

FIRST PLAN - STEP ONE: CPC causes FEC to pay matching funds to which it not entitled.
> By not reporting assets deposited in "suspense" account.

> By liberally estimating future winding down obligations.

> Combination made CPC appear to FEC to be much poorer than it really was.

FIRST PLAN - STEP TWO: CPC shifts "excess primary assets” to Compliance fund.

> By using undeserved $3.6 million in matching funds as "receivable” to "calculate”™ excess money.
> By requesting of remaining 55,000 "primary" contributors they sign "REdesignation” statement.
> By processing some 38,000 remurned signed redesignation statements into "batches”.

> By making 15 transfers (total $2.4 million) to Compliance fund based sum of contribs in batches.

FIRST PLAN FAILS:

> FEC auditors on firm legal ground that CPC may not request/receive matiching funds while shifting
"primary” assets to Compliance fund; redesignation statements "not permissible” under those conditions.

> Auditors nicely showed CPC had money to pay debts, repay Treasury $3.6 million, and still leave
some $1 million in the Compliance fund (thus utilizing some, but not all) redesignation statements.

> Speculate someone had egg on face; CPC legal team should have known FEC regs did not permit viewing
matching funds as "receivable” asset when "calculating” "primary” contributions in excess of debts.

SECOND PLAN - STEP ONE: CPC avoids repayment; states 55,000 contributions are "non-primary”.

> By citing arcane reg requiring contributions to "federal" elections received after "last” election
(Clinton’s nomination) must be designated "in writing"; otherwise must inure to "next” election.

> By claiming CPC contributions in question to be non-primary because no "in writing” designation
existed; stated contribs belonged to "next" election; stated Compliance fund was "next" election.

> If contrib status was non-primary, then CPC off hook for not reporting "primary” assets and could then
shift "non-primary” assets to Compliance fund while CPC still in debt; "last/next" onty legal point.

SECOND PLAN - STEP TWQ: CPC covers up evidence contrary to "legal” foothold in "last/next" reg.
> By stating redesignation statements unnecessary; calling them superfluous.
> By obliterating “legal" significance of redesignation statements (which were "in writing" designation
CPC claimed was necessary, but lacking, before contribs to be "properly” designated for primary).
> By stating to FEC redesignation statements existed solely as result of actions by inexpert vendor
which had greedily obtained the 38,000 redesignation statements without knowledge of CPC.
> By stating checks made payable to CPC not sufficient "in writing"; cite FEC Helms Opinion as support.
> By covering up correlation of "batches” of signed statements to 15 transfers with CPC "analysis”.

SECOND PLAN SUCCEEDS:

> Democratic Commissioners supported necessity of "in writing” designation if contribs to be primary;
they viewed redesignations only as proof contributor wanted contribution to go to Compliance.

> Republican Commissioners could not overcome (false) information that redesignations were a "mistake";
unable to make Democratic Commissioners acknowledge that CPC treated early "post-nomination”
contribs as "properly” designated primary contribs (and matched), while later "post-nomination”
contributions were treated as "not properly” designated and shifted to Compliance fund.

> Two 3-3 Commissioner tie votes ensued; actions of CPC went unchecked.

SECOND PLAN’s "LEGAL" ARGUMENT SUCCESSFULLY DEFENDED:

> FEC Matter Under Review 4192 was FEC complaint protesting audit outcome.

> CPC defended the audit outcome by repeating its only "legal" foothold ("last/next" argument) and
also stated again that it was the vendor which obtained "unnecesary” redesignation statements.

> FEC general counsel (not so nicely) recommended that there was reason to believe CPC violated two
laws (inaccurate financial statements to FEC and shifting primary money while CPC still in debt)

> Nevertheless, Democratic Commissioners still voted another 3-3 tie and FEC dropped MUR 4192;
original complainants now in appeal after first suit failed to make FEC enforce election law.

VENDOR SUES CPC & its general counsel for libe! - tied up in court 3 years; CPC claims privilege.
> Vendor reveals to FEC, Justice, & Burton Cmte. evidence that CPC made false statements.

CPC = Clinton Primary Committee 3017



Andersen Report - Tab 4

4003-4040: Documents which show POC did not obtain redesignation statements

As explained in Documentary References (Tab 2, Sections 2.0 and 3.0) the
Clinton Primary Committee, beginning in September of 1992, sought from the
last 55,000 of its contributors, redesignation statements. Some 38,000 of

its contributors signed the statements which the CPC then used as legal
justification for transferring $2.4 million from the "primary” to the
Clinton/Gore "92 general election Compliance fund. These signed statements
proved the contributions were first primary campaign contributions. It was
only after being asked to do so, did the contributors reassign (redesignate)
their primary contributions to the general election’s Compliance fund.

The FEC auditors, however, did not view the signed statements as legal
justification for transferring "primary” contributions while the CPC was
simultaneously receiving matching funds payments from the FEC. The
regulations state this is illegal. In addition, the FEC auditors stated

that the CPC should have applied ali contribution assets to its debts before
calculating additional entitlement to federal money. (The CPC had failed to
report assets in a newly opened bank account to the FEC -- an action which
was pait of the reason the FEC had overpaid the CPC to begin with.) The
auditors recommended repayment of some $3.6 millio.n

To justify keeping the money in the Compliance fund and to justify not
reporting all of its assets while requesting matching funds, the CPC claimed
the 55,000 contributions were "not primary” contributions after all because
the contributions had not been properly designated "in writing” to the
election (primary nomination) just passed.

If viewed as non-primary contributions, the CPC was off the "legal" hook for
not reporting "primary"” assets to the FEC and off another "legal" hook for
transferring "primary” contributions to the general general while still
accepting matching funds to pay its debts.

The only problem was that the signed documents which had obtained months
earlier from Little Rock headquarters proved the contributions were, in

fact, properly designated "in writing" to the primary -- the signed

statements proved the contributions were primary contributions.

To hide and otherwise negate that legal proof, the CPC denied its
responsibility for its affirmative action of seeking and obtaining the

signed statements. Rather, it claimed to the FEC that the signed statements
existed because a greedy and inexpert vendor, the Andersons’ firm which the
FEC auditors knew was focated in Washington, D.C., obtained the statements
without the CPC’s knowledge.

This section contains documents -- the hard evidence -- that it was the
CPC, using its staff and other resources in Little Rock, which obtained
the signed statements. The Anderson Report labels this egregious
false and misleading statement as "False Statement #1°.

- Anderson Report - Tab 4 - False #1 - Page 1 of 3
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Clinton Primary Committee’s False Statement #1:

"The auditors focused here on whether these contributions were properly
redesignated to the Compliance Fund, b, in fact, in order 1o have

been considered primary coniribusions in the first instance, the regulations
required that they be designated in writing for the primary. Very
few of them were so designated. The Commitiee’s vendor who processed these
contributions ireated them as "redesignations” even though they were not. That
vendor’s contract had been negotiated early in the campaign by the Commitiee’s
original counse! and included an incennve for the vendor to treat

contributions as though additional documentation or affidavit was necessary.
Under the contract, the vendor received an additional amount per contribution
Jor which additional documensation or an affidavis was obtained. The Commiitee
staff did nor see these contributions until well after the election, but relied
solely on the vendor’s expertise 10 handle the contributions appropriately. ”

From Clinton Primary Committee’s (CPC) Interim Audit Response
Submitted to FEC on July 6, 1994, by CPC General Counsel Lyn Utrecht
Full text in Tab 23, Doc A, 23040 (original bold emphasis is shown)

False Statement #1 as understood and repeated by the FEC auditors:

"...The Committee states that the redesignasions were obtained by the vendor
who processed contributions for the Committee withour the Commiriee's
knowledge. The explanation suggests that due to provisions in that vendor's
contract, the vendor stood o gain by sending the redesignation requests. "

Quoted from FEC Final Audit Report on Clinton Primary Committee
Released December 27, 1994
Full text in Tab 28, Doc 28089 (full discussion pages 28084-28096)

False Statement #1 as understood and repeated by the FEC’s General Counsel:

“In response Io the interim report, the Primary Committee [CPC] argues that the
subject contributions were undesignated, and thus, under 11 C.F.R. 110.1(5)(2)
(ii), could be viewed as GELAC fcompliance fund] contributions since they

were received after the candidate’s DOI [date of ineligibility/nomination].

The Primary Committee contends that the redesignations were performed by
misiake by a former vendor. "

Quoted from Memorandum to FEC Audit Division from FEC General Counsel

Lawrence Noble, dated November 3, 1994; this memorandum is included
as part of the FEC Final Audit Report Released December 27, 1994
Full text in Tab 21, Dec 21016

- Anderson Report - Tab 4 - False #1 - Page 2 of 3
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Tab 4 - Description of Documents Which Refute CPC’s False Statement #1;

Doc 4003/A -~ Copy of a memo from Pat Anderson to Bill Anderson on September 4, 1992, in which
Pat states that POC must complete the data entry and send mag tapes on a daily basis to
Schuh Advertising for the "conversion of primary contribs w0 G{EJLAC contribs.”

Doc 4004/B — Copy of a note from Schuh Advertising to Pat Anderson requesting a correction in
the magnetic tape format for the "Redesignation Letter” data.

Doc 4005/C - Copy of a manual log of the tapes and records sent to LR [Littie Rock] Schub
Advertising” and showing the "suspense” data sent to Aristole Computing in Washington, which
first useqd the tape and then forwarded it to Schuh to include in the redesignation mailing.

Doc 4006-13/D — Copies of the tape layout that accompanied each different tape sent to
Schuh Advertising directly from POC between September 10 - 17, 1992.

Doc 4014-15/E - Copy of an actual redesignation letter sent from Little Rock (Doc E.2 shows
original envelope and post marks). The letter refers to a contribution received in

November but the form at the bottom of the letter is exactly like the form of an actual

signed redesignation form as shown in Document F.

Doc 4018/F — Copy of redesignation statement from the original batch of redesignation
statements transferred September 30, 1992; a copy of the entire batch is in Tab 06.

Doc 4019/G - The facsimile of Bill Clinton’s signature which POC used on thank you letters;
it does not match the facsimile signature on the redesignation ietter shown in Doc E.

Doc 4020-23/H, H.2, and I - Show that POC’s instructions were to include checks that had any
reference to the General Election on the redesignation mag tapes sent to Schuh.

Doc 4024/ — Copy of a page from the GELAC's disbursement schedule for September 1992; it
shows that the GELAC wrote a check for $10,150.00 on September 16, 1992, to the U.S.
Postmaster for the "Redesignation Letters”, showing Little Rock was purchasing the postage.

Doc 4025/K -- Copy of page from the same GELAC disbusement schedule for September 1992; it shows
that payments of $18,043.74 on 9/28/92 and $19,469.83 on 9/29/92, both to
Lloyd Schuh Advertising and both for the purpose of the "Redesignation Mailing."

Doc 4026/L. — Letter from an investigator hired by the Andersons attorney, Mike Geltner; the
investigator, John Roche, confirmed in the letter that Scott Schuh of Schuh Advertising

had been contacted and that he was familiar with the "redesignation” project and said that
"Schuh also handied this for the campaign.”

Doc 4028/M -- Copy of the original invoice from POC to the Primary Committee on September 16;
it was later amended (Doc 4029/N) and invoiced to the Clinton/Gore Committee on October 21,
1992 for the "Schuh Advertising project.”

Doc 4030-37/0 - Show examples of the management of checks for which a redesignation
statement was not necessary but the practice of the Primary Committee was to obtain one.

Doc 4038/F — Copy of manual log of the affidavits that POC sent out for the month of
September; it is clear POC did not mail thousands of redesignation letters. POC did
obtained the required compliance documentation for the Primary Committee.

Doc 4039/Q and 4840/R — From FEC Interim Audit Report showing recommendation for $3.6 million repa;

- Anderson Report - Tab 4 - False #1 - Page 3 of 3 4002
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THINGS THAT NEED TO BE DONE TQ CLINTON DATABASE:

- finish data entry of Avgust batches; currently working on Aug 7 - must
go to Aug 20 or so

requirement £1:

requirement #2:

finish all data entry by September 17 in time for
balancing and reporting on the 20th FEC report

caily, a 9-track tzpe must be produced of the previous
day’s entries; this tape will be shipped to Little Rock
to a firm that is helping vith requesting conversion

of primary contribs to GLAC centribs - lst tape due out
of here on Tuesday, Sep 8

PVA hzs said that zbout 2500 per day will be sent to LR

4003
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LLOYD SCHIUEL ADVERTISING, ING.
(501) 374-2337
FAX (501) 372-6570Q
T0: PAT ANDERSON DATE: 9/9/92
FROM: SCOTT SCHUH TIME: 9:08 pm

RE: CLINTON TAPE OUTPUT

Pat, upon loading your first tape for the "Redesignation
Latter” data, I find that you have only provided the
Kame/Address information on your tape and none of the
Date/check number/payment infe. that is required on this
job,

Your record length and block length on the tape 13 247,
whereas your complete record length is 280 from the
t2cord layout supplied.

t'i~agse re-pun this first tape ASAP and configure all
subsequent tapes to include your complete record layout
information. Phone me for questions....thanks|

P.S. I am told by Greg icMahon that we will require
greater amounts of names/data to meet our client’'s
established deadlines. Let us imow exactly what to
expect from your production....thanks again.

4004
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Clinton for President 9/10/92
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Tape #1 - 7749 records comprising an degosits for 8/6/92 and 8/7/92
(sent FEDEX p.m. of 8/b and 8/7 to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock)

R L L L L L Ty e e T P P TP P LY P T P P DL DL L L L L ol L L

A1l tapes in this series are produced using the following specificafions:
1600 BPI - EBCDIC ~ Upper/Lower Case output - fixed length, fixed_format
FIXED FORMAT:

-~ -

PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.}
NAME 30 char (lastname, suffix, firstname initial)
Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)
reverse after last comma then drop last comma)

NICK 15 char (Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name)
TITLE 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if howe address)

BUS NAME 40 char (ABC Clothing; blank if home address)

AD1 40 char (1313 Bishop Lane)

AD2 40 char

CITY 20 char

ST 2 char

1P 5 char

PDAT B char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6 19923

PBAT 3 char (nnn format where 001 is first batch of 920806°s deposit)
PSEQ 2 char (nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)
PDOC 6 char (alpha/numeric format giving check number

PAMT 7 char {where 22,50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
PEVY g char (where SPR indicates “pre-convention team") -

END OF RECOR

If ;ou have an; questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, 0. C., office of Public Office Corporation,
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call.

4006
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Clinton for President 9/11,92
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Yape #1 - 4858 records comprising all deposits for 8/10/92
(sent FEDEX tp Schubh Advertising, Little Reck)

T e e e e e . T P RN r A e A, e e e o= =" .S = E S e - .G ... - -

AlL tspes in this serfees ere produced using the following specifications:

1600 BP1 - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case cutput - fixed length, fixed format

..sxma FORMAT
PREFIX 15
NAME 30

NICK
TITLE
BUS NAME
ADY
AD2
SCLTY
sY
21p
POAT
PaAT
rseQ

PDOC
o
PEVT

END OF RECORD

LY o
OO0 00w

NN NGB

tharscters (Mr., Xrs., Hs., Niss, atec.)

cher

char
char
char
char
cher
char
chsr
char
char
cher
char
char
char
char

{lestname, suffix, firstnams Initisl)

(Ex: WcGregor, Jr., F. Roger)

(reverse citer Lest cosme then drop Lest comma)

(Roger or Hrs. Jones, depending if we have first ngae)
(President, Cheirmen, otc.; blank if hoas sddress)
(ABC Clothing: blenk ¢ home saddress)

(1313 8ishop Lane}

(YYHNDD format where 920B0S ~ August 6, 1992)

(nnn format where GO1 1y first betch of 920804°s deposit)

{nn formet where 22 indicates 22nd chack within » batch)
(alpha/numeric formet giving check nusber}

(where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 2%0 .samn-mﬂr.undo4ao»a.i
(where SPR {Indicates °pre«-convention teem*) ™~

1f you have any questions, csll Pat Anderson in Grest Fells, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Wathington, D. €., affice of Public oflice Corporation,
Plesse don't heszitste to cell,

202/673-4900.

40667
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Clinton for President e/14/92

------------------------------------- P L R P R R A KR L N R

Tape #1 - 6795 records comprising all deposits for 8/11/92 and 8/12/92
(sent FEDEX to Schuh Mvertising. Little Rnck}

O LA LR R R R R I I R I R R R R R A L I R .-

All tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications:
1600 B?I - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case osutput - fixed lengcth, fixed fo‘imat,
FIXED FORMAT: |

PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Mg., Miss, etc.)

NAME 30 char (lastname, suffix, firscname initial}

(Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)
{(reverse after lagt comma then drop last comma)

NICK 15 char (Roger or Mra. Jones, depending if we have first name)
TITLE 40 char (Prasident, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address)

BUS NAME 40 char (ABC Clothing; blank if home address)

AD1 40 char (1313 Bishcp Lane)

AD2 40 char

CITY 20 char

sT 2 char

ZIp S char

PDAT 8 char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6, 1992}

PBAT 3 char (nnn format where 001 is first batch of 920806’'s deposit)
PSEQ 2 char (nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)
PDOC 6 char (alpha/numeric format giving check number)

PAMT 7 char {(wvhere 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
PEVT 7 char (where SPR indicates "pre-convention team®)

END OF RECORD

If you have any questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation,.
202/675-4900. Please don‘t hesitate to call.

4008
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Clinton for President 9/15/92
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Tape #1 - 3730 records comprising all deposits for 8/13‘92
(sent FEDEX to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock

- A A Gy o A . g e A e DDA e G G o s g s e B D R AR T MR A S A R e S S o G JD S A5 O SR S e S

All tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications:
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case output - fixed length, fixed format
FIXED FORMAT:

L Y L

PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.)
NAME 30 char (lastname, suffix, firstname initial)
Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)
reverse after last comma then drop last comma)

PEVT char (where SPR indicates “pre-convention team")

END OF RECOR

NICK 15 char (Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name)

TITLE 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address)

BUS NAME 40 char {ABC Clothing; blank if home address)

ADl 40 char (1313 Bishop Lane}

AD2 40 char

CiTy 20 char

ST 2 char

ZIp 5 char

PDAT 8 char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6 1992& .

PBAT 3 char (nnn format where 001 is first batch of 920806's deposit)

PSEQ 2 char (nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)

POOC 6 char (alpha/numeric format giving check number)

PAMY ; char {where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
D

If ;ou have ang questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation,
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call.

4009
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Clinton for President 9/16/92
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Tape #1 - 3688 records comprising all deposits for 8114{92
(sent FEDEX to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock

- G D e AR Ty Y R A Sy e e e B S S S A ek L A A T S T e e B T WS e T e GRS

A1l tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications:
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case output - fixed length, fixed format

FIXED FORMAT:
PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.)
NAME 30 char (lastname, suffix, firstname initial)
Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)
reverse after last comma then drop last comma)

NICK 15 char {Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name)
TITLE 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address)

BUS NAME 40 char {ABC Clothing; blank if home address)

AD1 40 char (1313 Bishop Lane)

AD2 40 char

CITY 20 char

ST 2 char

ZIP 5 char

PDAT 8 char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6, 1992 )
PBAT 3 char (nnn _format where 001 is first batch of 920806's deposit)
PSEQ 2 char (nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)
PDOC 6 char {alpha/numeric format giving check number)

PAMT 7 char (where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
PEVT 7 char (where SPR indicates “pre-convention team")

END OF RECORD

If you have ang questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia, ]
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation,
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call.

4010
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Clinton for President 9/16/92
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Tape #2 - 113 records miscellanecus
{(sent FEDEX to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

All tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications:
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case gutput - fixed leagth, fixed format: .

FIXED FORMAT:
PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.)
NAMB 30 char (lastmame, suffix, firstname initial)
(Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)
(reverse after last comma then drop last comma)

NICK 15 char (Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name)
TITLR 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address)

BUS NAME 40 char (ABC Clothing; blank if home address)

AD1 40 char (1313 Bishop Lane)

AD2 40 char

CITY 20 char

ST 2 char

Z1p 5 char

PDAT 8 «char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6, 1992)

PBAT 3 char (nnn format where 001 is first batch of 920806’s deposit)
PSEQ 2 char (on format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)
PDOC 6 char (alpha/numeric format gqiving check number)

PAMT 7 char {(where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
PEVT 7 char (where SPR indicates “pre-convention team®)

END OF RECORD

If you have any questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Washingtom, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation,
202/675-4900. Please don’'t hesitate to call.

4011
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Clinton for President 9/17/92
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Tape #1 - 2700 records comprising all deposits for 8/17‘92
(sent FEDEX to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock
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A1l tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications:
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case output - fixed length, fixed format
FIXED FORMAT:

- - . g - -

PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.)
NAME 30 char (lastname, suffix, firstname initial)
Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)
reverse after last comma then drop last comma)

PEVT char (where SPR indicates "pre-convention team”

END OF RECOR

NICK 15 char (Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name)

TITLE 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address)

BUS MAME 40 char (ABC Clothing; biank if home address)

AD1 40 char (1313 Bishop Lane)

AD2 40 char

CITY 20 char

ST 2 char

ZIP 5 char

PDAT 8 char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6 1992&

PBAT 3 char (nnn format where 001 is first batch of 920806's deposit)

PSEQ 2 char {nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)

PDOC 6 char (alpha/numeric format grv1ng check number)

PAMT ; char (where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
D

If ;ou have ans questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public 0ffice Corporation,
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call.

poly GAO Aecoud” dlepos:ts
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Clinton for President 9/17/92
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Tape #2 - 1402 records comprising all deposits for 8/18492 to 9/1/92
(sent FEDEX to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock

- WP e U S D D Y S TE e A e - S @) A - P T S A S P T A A 0 N S T S e b G e A S o T

A1l tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications:
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case output - fixed length, fixed format
FIXED FORMAT:

PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.)
NAME 30 char (lastname, suffix, firstname initial)

Ex: McGregor, Jr., F. Roger)

reverse after last comma then drop last comma)
NICK 15 char (Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name)
TITLE 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address)
BUS NAME 40 char (ABC Clothing; blank if home address)
AD1 40 char {1313 Bishop Lane)
AD2 40 char
CITY 20 char
ST 2 char

5 char

8 char (YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6 1992&

3 char (nnn format where 001 is first batch of 920806's deposit)
PSEQ 2 char (nn format whert 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch)

6 char {alpha/numeric format g1v1ng check number)

7 char {where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00)
PEVT 7 char (where SPR indicates “pre-convention team")
END OF RECORD

If ¥ou have ans questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia,
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation,
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call.

04)(7, GAO sect
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BILL CLINTON ¢ AL GORE
A
December 3, 1992 w-'§-:
L. George Ellis Lo
Southland, TX 79364- et e i i s
Dear George: ? L

Thank you for your generous and continued suppory/throughout the campaign. Without the belief of
people like you, we could not have spread oug/message of change to the Amierican ‘people so
successfully. The enthusiasm we witnessed onfoufjbus tours across the nation was exhilarating. We
saw a true hunger for change and new leadership. Al and I cannot wait to get started with our plans
to energize and lead this country forward.

George, you generously gave $ 100.00 to the campaign’s primary committee. The primary is over and
the debt has been retired. Now, federal regulations allow us to use your contribution - with your
approval - for only one purpose: the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. Today,
we ask that you permit us to use these funds to heip pay the debt incurred by the flurry of expensive
and time consuming legal complaints that have been filed against us since our nomination in July.

The Compliance Fund pays for the legal counsel we must employ to defend ourselves against these
suits. Moreover, it pays for the large computer capacity that we have been forced to maintain in order
to respond to the accusations and stcries that were generated daily by our opposition.

Your previous dedication and loyalty attests to your commitment. We are most grateful. Thank you
for your support and confidence.

Sincerely,

'T%ﬂﬁfsCJAA;inwv\

Bill Clinton

L George Ellis: Rt. 2, Box 84 , Southland, TX 79364 ~~ 7777
YES, I want to redesipnate my costributioa to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1028 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 11/09/92, should be redesignated gu the General
Election Legal and Ascounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Signature Date
4014
Occupation Employer
a————
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amoust. /Mﬁ%
- P.O.BOX 615 + LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 » 501-372.1992 « FAX 501-372.2292 ‘
Paid for by the Clinton/Gare "32 Compliance Fund

Contributions to the Tlnton, Gore 92 Complisnce Tur d are not tav deductiple.

@ Brintoz on RETon T ar
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Your FirsT CLass PosTAGe SAVES THE
CAMPAIGN Much NEgDED FUNDS /!

-

L od
_—-——_‘. I l

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL

FIRST CLASS MAlL PERMIT NC.4020 LITTLE ROCK, AR

POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY ADDRESSEE

CLINTON/GORE ‘82 COMPLIANCE FUND
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS

PO BOX 615
LITTLE ROCK, AR 72203-9679

Hoolsssbuabodinsnallsbolasadbiadisalslonilibel
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Larry D. Williams
15221 S.W. 148th Avenus
Miami, FL. 33187-

YES, | want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4449 in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

-

/ ‘/ s /92~
Signature Date T
LhReasrs e HANIC Nyiey 7 Fries
Occupation Ewmployer <

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

AT R T I
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The above are samples of the signature font on
DOC's system in Washington, D. C.

A DIFFERENT font was used for the redesignation
letter as shown herein,

4013
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age Slot PFEC f’DA’Io PBAT PSEQ PTSA PFEC PAMT
3,6,3,8,3,2

1,3,7,20

 148ady >lRi<> 920721y
< LRT<>9207217, <>022<>3003<GLRTO
SLRT<>920722¢ <>073<>171<3OLRTS
<»LRT<>920723 v <>052 <06 O 1< LRTO

,15170

L I R R I I T " R R T Y B V)

-
[
[+l
[T}
o
[~

. W

Vot et
[~ X-4]
[3,0%,])
[T,17,]
-

, 16558
, 16559

1ccer

SLRT<>920724v
<LRT<>920724Y

<>LRT<>920727
LRT<>920727
<>LRT<>920727
OLRT<>920727
<LRT<>920727
<LRT<>920727
<>LRT<>220728
<>LRT<>920728
<>LRT<>920728
<>LRT<>920728
<>LRT<>920728
<>LRT<>920728
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920729
SLRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>»920729
<>LRT<>920729
<>LRT<>920730
<>LRT<>920803
<>LRT<>920803
<>LRT<>920803
<>LRT<>920803
<>LRT<>920803
<>LRT<>920803
<>LRT<>920804
<>LRT<>920804
<>.RT<>920804
<>LRT<>920804
<>LRT<>920805
<>LRT<>920805
<>LRT<>920805
<>LRT«<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
OLRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
OLRT<>920810
<>LRT<>9208190
<>LRT<>9208190
<LRT<>920810
OLRT<920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<> RT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810

AAEDT a AN A

,0,0,108,103,104
o o3alrico

<>014<03901<LRTO
<>089<3003CGLRTSO
<>076<>01030 AT
<> 103034 OIOCLRTD
<>146<>15Q3IOLRTO
<>146<>31GIGLRTO
<>147<>1803GLRT<
<>201< 110 1<LRT
<>011<>3150GLRT<
<>020<>17<¢>3<LRT<>
<>0291603CLRTO
<0G IGLRTG
<>068< 12050 LRT

105,101

108,106,2 .
50.00cPhelps, David M.
£00.00<>Shikles, David E.
10.90<>Ka?1an, Abraham
35.00<>Collins, James A.
100.00<>Sutton, Eugene M.
20.00<>0wen, Joe
50.00<>Adams, Chr1§togher
100.00<>Turner, Lewis C.
60.00<>Mahler, Keith M.
10.00<>Senior, Dorothy E.
160.00<>Fasciano, Christophe
50.00<>Harmelin, Lillian R.
20.00<>Scheili, Estelle
25.00<>Kimbal, £leanor
15.00<>Loyd, Virginia S.
10.00<>yatt, Robert B.
20.00<>Hawkins, Ruth

<>103<>30<>3<>LRT<>1000.00<>Smi thwick, Gary S.

<>017<>130B<LRT<
<>019<>19<B<>LRT<>
<>024<>05<>3<>LRT<>
<>08102505OLRT
<093 140IOILRTS
<>103<306 031 LRT<>
<>108<>150B<> L RT<>
<>112<>02<B<>LRT<>
<>112<»1803<LRTS
<>117<>2203<>1LRT<>
<>038<>16 05T
<>004<>140501LRT<>
<>039<>11<>3<LRT
<>117<>36<>6<>LRT<>
<>128<>170O3<LRT<
<>130<>02<>3<>1RT<>
<>139<>29<>3 O LRT<>
<>006<>3003<>LRT<>
<>009<>09¢>3<LRT<>
<>105<>11<>5<>1RT<>
<>105<>22B<LRT<>
<>059<>27<>3<OLRT<>
<>061<>186<LRT
<>104<230501LRT
<>039<01I<LRT
<3039<0203OLRTO
<>039<0301<LRTO
<>039<>04<>3<>{RT<>
<>039<05¢7<OLRTO
<>039<>06<>B<>LRTg>
<>039<>07<>3<LRT<>
<>03330805CLRT<
<>039<509<I<>LRT<>
<>039<1005<01LRT
<>039<>11<>1<>LRT<>
<>03901203CLRT
<039 130CBCLRTO
<>039<>14O0BCLRTS
<0390 15OBOLRTO
<>0391607<¢LRTS
<>039<>17¢>6<>LRT<>
<>039<>18>6<>LRT<>
<>039<>19¢3<>LRT<>
<>03902005CLRTO
<ON3IFO21GICOLRTO
<>0392205¢| AT
<>039<>23<>B<>LR1<>
- <N

Rl b T o PRI BT, SETNE o |

10.00<>Garber, Mary Ann
50.00<>Miiler, Perry B.
13.69<>Carey, Julius B.
250.00<>Nelson, Bill M.
100.00<>Hall, Steven A.
25.00<>Brennan, Mary Frazie
100.00<>Mo110y, Neil
50.00<>Blank, Martin J.
100.00<>Piecara, Stephen J.
25.00<>Kennedy, Douglas S.
100.00<>Hirschman, Charles S
25.00<>Drum, Dorea Kuck
50.00<>Mays, Kathleen
25.00<>Smitﬁ, Constance F.
250.00<>Jones, T. Lawrence
10.00<>Baldwin, Wesley H.
100.00<>Zbur, Linda C.
25.00<>Wilcox, John M.
50.00<>Finkelstein, Cecile
10.00<>Donecker, John J.
50.00<>0’Malley, Caroline C
50.00<>Rand, Dorothy
25.00<>Middieton, James W.
30.00<>Neuhaus, Peter C.
200.00<>Albaum, Martin
300.00<>Brehm, Sharon S.
250.00<>Campe11, Henry S.
250.00<>Cole, Curtis
250.00<>Coleman, Jane D.
200.00<>Cooper, Blanche
125.00<>Craig, Robert B.
125.00<Cronin, Karen H
250.00<>Dercum, Rolf
250.00<>Edwards, Carolyn E.
150.00<>Feldman, 1.
200.00<>Fife, Francis H.
125.00<>Foreman, Grant
250.00<>G1idden, Derald L.
250.00<>Cohen, EYisabeth J.
500.00<>Hammond, Susan Webb
250.00<>Temple, Ralph J.
250.00<>Klein, Frederic R.
250.00<>K]1einrock, Margaret
250.00<>Flynn, David P.
250.00<>Lowinson, Joyce H.
500.00<>Macke, Ejlen M.
200.00<>Martin, Leslie E.

Eallall 2 T ol



, 16568
, 30512
,16570
,16571
16572
16573
16574
16575
30513
,16577
16578
16579
,30495
5,30496
3, 2491
5,30457
5,30499
5,30500
5,30501
5,30502
5,30503
5,30504
5,30505
5,30506
5,30507
5,30508
5,30509
5,30510
5,30511

v ® W W ow

w -

ooty oraionan
-

<>LRT<>9208
<> RT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>520810
<>LRT<>92081
<LRT<>320810
<>LRT<>920810
<LRT<>920810
<OLRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT¢>92081
<>LRT<>»920810
<>LRT<>520810
<>LRT<>»>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>»>920810
<>LRT<>»>920810
OLRT<O820810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<LRT<>9820810
<>LRT<»920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<»920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>3208€10
<>LRT<»520810
<>LRT<«>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>LRT<>920810
<>1L.RT<>920810
<>LRT<>»920810
<>LRT<>920810

\

<>0390:25CTOLRTO
<>039<26 > 1<LRTO
<>03927060LRTO
<>039<28<3OLRT
<>039029<I<KLRT
<>039<>30<03<LRTO
03903 OICLRTO
<>039<>32C03<LRT<
<>039<>33<3CLRT
<>039<03401LRTO
<>039<>35<3CLRT
<>039<>36<>BOLRTS>
<>040<>01 05 RTO
<>040<>02<>B<LRT
<>040<0303OLRTS
<OMOOGBACIGLRTS
<>040<>05<¢>B<OLRTS
<>04050603<GLRTO
<>040<>07<>1<>LRT<>
<>040<>08<>3<>LRT<>
<>04000905<0LRTO
<>040< 10003 L RT<
<>040<>11<03<RT<>
<>040<1208<LRT<
<>040<>13<5<0LRTO
<0G I4GIGIRTO
<>040<>15<>3<>LRT<>
<>04016030LRTC
<>040<>17<>3<CLRT
<>040<>18<>5<>LRT<>
<>040<1903<1LRT<¢>
<>040<>20<>B<>LRT<>
<>040<>21<>B<>LRT<>
<O040<>22<>5<>LRT<>
<080<>2303CLRT<
<>040524 B3 GLRTG
<040 25050 LRTO
<>04026<>1<>LRT<>
<>040<>27B<SLRTG
<>040<>28<>6<>LRT<>
<>040<>290B<LRT<>
<>040<>30<>B<LRT
<>040<>31<>3<>LRT<>
<>040<>32<>3<>LRT>
<>030<>335CLRT

<>LRT<>920810." <>040<>343<LRT

00c>Pe¥i, Cesar
.00<>Rappaport, Lawrence

.00<>Segall, Rebert D.
.00<>Sheehy, Patricia M.
.00<>Tytus, John B.
.00<>Walenta, Jr., Arthur
.00oWeiss, Paul
.00<>¥illiams, Sally 8.
.00o¥iseman, Robert
.00<>Wol1in, Helen 6.
.00<>Yaney, Philip D.
.00<>Zinn, Renate M.
20.00<>Anderson, Ida J.
20.00<>Bischoff, Virginia P
30.00<>Boiden, Melissa
30.00<>Boozer, John M.
20.00<>Brill, Joseph M.
20.00<>Burr, Louise K.
30.00<>Chewning, Sheila Gay
20.00<>Co0k, Charles J.
30.00<»>Costner, Anita
20.00<>Damian, Norma A.
20.00<>Detweiler, Catharine
30.00<>Foster, William
30.00<>Harvey, Christine E.
20.00<Hindmand, Howard R.
20.00<>Hochman, Alexandra
35.00<>Imajzumi, Sonia Ober
20.00<>Lyell, Ruth G.
20.00<>Lyke, Lawrence Allen
20.00<>Mandel, Sydney W.
30.00<>Melli, Ruthe_H.
20.00<>Nielsen, Paul R.
20.00<>0rlin, Sidney T.
30.00<>Perryman, Kavren S.
20.00<>Price, Miriam D.
20.00<>Rosenstein, Llya
30.00<>Rous, Emma L.
30.00<>Ruttan, Marilyn M.
35.00<>Schwartz, Irving H.
30.00<>Smith, Gerald
20.00<>Smith, Richard W.
30.00<>Stantey, John R.
30.00<>Wade, John S.
20.00<>Wendt, Dougals
20.00<>White, Lois Ann

-- Page left and this page comprise a contemporanecus (1992)
"working list" of miscellaneous contributions which had been
custom selected and coded "LRT"™ (Little Rock Tape).

1

-~ Note that some of the contributions on this tape. were received
before August 6, 1992; in those cases, the payee on the check was
NOT a simple "Clinton for President" and/or there was a notation

somevhere on the check about Gore or the general election.

-~ Anyway, the LRT Tape was sent to Schuh advertising and
redesignation letters were obviously sent to these contributors.

-- Where the contributor’s PTSA field is coded 1 or 2, a signed
redesignation form was never received back in Little Rock

(less than a dozen).
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-- Where the contributor’s PTSA field is coded other than 1 or 2,
indicates a signed redesignation statement was received in

Little Rock and the value in the field indicates which redesignation
batch that particular contribution wvas a part of.
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SCHEDVLE & $TENILED DISBURSMENTS PACE 3 o[ :
Oporating Rxpenditures FOR LINE WUNGEZR 23

- -

RAME OF COSMITTEE(im Full) .
Clinton/Gore '?3 Genaral Tlection Compllance Pund COGIRET2: -
o e e = e 4 P o e el B e A S e T e e S T g eemtm - -

Aay Lnformation copled from such Reporte end Statomer!d way not he @dld or
used by eany peraon for the purposss of sol imitiny cortiibutions ot fore
comsercial purposes, Other than ueing the neme and addsezs of any politics.
coumittes to sollicit contributione from euch cormitLae

Full Nese Purpose of Disbursessnt Date Ascant
Railing Address KWH/DDIYY

Today s Otfice oftice Supply 09/24/92 $30.82
717 Wast Tth Street

Little Rock, AR 72201~ Digbursenent for [XlGenarsl

Today'a Office office Supply 09728192 $41.81}
717 wWeat 7th Stroet -
Little Rock, AR 72201~ Oisbureasant for [ X]Genaral

U. 5. Postmagtaer Ital/Amar. Council Fund. 03711192 $290.00
Lictle Rock, AR 72201~ Digbursement for (X)Gensral

. §. Postzauater Rodeuignation Latterd 0%/16/92 $10150.00
titele fock, AR 72201~ Disburesment for [X]Gaereral

U. S. Postmaglar 500 Stampe 09/24/92 $14%.00
Lictle Rock, AR 72201~ Disburecsant for {XjGenersal

U. S. Postmaster Cash~Plex Po4taga 09,28/52 $2600.00
Little Rock, AR 72201~ bDiotursesaent for (RKiGeneral

SURTOTAL of Disbursewents This Fage....... ... bt aie s > §131277.2%
TOTAL This Pericd......cccorsecn-arnrs aeeea fe e emeraeae > §753791.%:

Page fram 1992 FEC report
of clinton's GELAC Conmittee showing
payrent to U.S. postmaster for postage

for Tedesignation leters.
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SCHEDULE B ITEMIERD DIZHBURBHENTS PAGT 3 WF D
Opersting Expenditures PFOR LIAE NUKBKE 2J

e S e g A T e s s iy TR O Dy oy v e e R T e A D A S e ok O A W AR - A e R R n e o

NAME OF COMMITYRE(LN Pull)

Clinton/Gore ‘92 Ceneral Electlon Compliance Fund CO0268722 .
Any iaforwation copied trom such Repor:is and geotemdr.tc may nOt. Do solu oOr
uoed by any person for the purposes of saliciting coatributione or for
commarcial purpages, othar than uging the name and addrese of any pelicicai
committes to solicit contributions f(rov such Cummittes.

-

Pull Name Putpose of Disbursement bate Amount
Hatiling Addrecs mH/PD/YY

Jonbher Printing Printing for Ital/Aser. oe/16/92 $31.2%
1308 G Strest XNw

washingtan, DC 20005~ Disbursement for {X)Genstral

Lathan & Watkine August Expsnses 09724792 $220.2%
1001 Pennsylvania Ave. MW Suit

Washington, DC 20004~ Pisbureement for {X)Genaral

Little Rock Nuni. Water Utilities ~ Staff Lodging G9/24/92 $17.02
rO Box 1789

Litele Rock, AR 72203- Disbureement for [X]Genaral

Lloyd Schuh Advertising Eavelopas 09/24/92 $211.00
P.0. Sox 1775 1007 ¥W. Sevanth

Licele Rock, AR 72203- Disbursement for {X|GCeneral .

Lloyd Schut Advertiaing Paparweight Ralling 02/24792 $1168.72
P.O. Bor 2775 1007 W. Seventch

Little Rock, AR 722023~ Disbursemant for [XjCensral

Lloyd Schuh Advertising Redesignation Mailing 0% /28192 $16043.7¢
P.O. Box 1775 1007 W. Sevaenth

Littie Rock, AR 7220)- Disburgsesment foi (X!Ceneral

Lloyd Schuh Advertising Redesignation Mailing G9/29i3: $19€69.83
P.O. Box 377% 1007 W. Sevanth

Littls Rock, AR 72203- Disbursement for (X|General

SUBTOTAL of Diebursemente Thic Page........ eesas et e $39158.61
TOTAL T:ie Period.......... Cema s e tedcarraeanaa e PR 1

Page fram September 1952 FEC report
of the Clinton GEIAC Conmittee showing
payments to- Schuh Advertising for
redesignation mailing.
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JOHN R. ROCHE INVESTIGATIONS, INC.

P.0. Bax 266 (410) 893.25.
Columbria, Maryiand 21045 Poge (410) 24850

Septemheriﬁ, 1995

Michael Geltner 2 Associates
10 “E"* Gtrest, S.E.
HWashington, D.C. 20003

Re: Public Office Corporation
Clinton 1992 Campaign

Dear Mr. Geltner,

On Wednesday, August 30, 1395, I took a 9:40 AM flight from
BWl and eventually arrived 3:40 PM in Little Rock, Arkansas. With my
tar rental I drove into Little Rock. My preliminary investigation had
developed home addresses for both Mr. John Tisdale (305 Crystal
Valley Road Little Rock 722053 and Mr. J. L. Rutherford (5604
Hawthorne Roead Little Rock 722073, 1 knew from previcus case work
Mr. Tisdale was an attorney at Wright Lindsey Jennings. 1 had called
their office and found it a bit uncertain as to what Mr. Tisdale's
schedule would be. Regardless, on visit, I found the campaign
headguarters (Suite 1150 129 Mest Capitcl Ave. Little Rock}) had
been closed for about a year.

I walked over to the 200 UWest Capitol Ave. (the cld Warthen
Bank Building now Boatmen Bank Building? and sat in the 19 th floor
reception area. Mr. Tigsdale eventually came out and accepited personal
seArvice. He wvas polite and reviewed the papers in front of pe before
1 left. 1 would say he was a bit syrprised by the suit.

On Thursday marning, August 31, 1995, 1 traveled to Hot
Springs in effort to interview Keeley Ardman. In my conversations
with Ms. Anderson it appeared that Ms. Ardman was a key player or
m2st knowledgeable about the “"redesignation®. Praliminary
investigation found the address (216 Central Ave. Hot Springs) was a
Pancake Restaurant - Ms. Ardman’s employment. I knew Ms. Ardman was
scheduled to wvork here this day. It also turned ocut Ms. Ardman’s
mother cwned the establishment. When I arvived it was learned that
Keeley was out shopping and was expected back. I returned a number of

- 4026 ma/,L'fzr;
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times in attempt to interview Ms. Ardman. Eventually her mother .
supplied me with her home telephone number (S01 S2F 4337). 1 also
found subject’s home address to be 101 Loeng XIsland Drive Hot Springs
71313,

I could not arrange a personal maeting with Ms. Ardman. She
was polite but claimed not to remember anything about Mail Shops,
Redesignaticon, etc... She kept referring me to the campaign’s
attorney Ms. Utrecht. I did not inform Ms. Ardman about the suit or
summans for Ms. Utrecht. At some point Mz, Ardman held a Washington,
D.C. pogsition before returning back to Hot Springs. [ left Hot
Springs at 1:30 PM and drove to the Little Rcock Public Library. I did
a search on the campaign and any index references to Lloyd Schuh
Advertising but found nothing of interest.

! called Lleoyd Schuh Advertising and eventually spoke with
Scott Schuh. Under pretext Scott stated that the company®s name may
be misleading., Schuh is a full service firm and has its own “in
house* mail shop. Schuh did some mailings and other projects for the
1992 Clinton Campaign. He was familiar with the “redesignation” and
said that Schuh also handled this for the campaign. The business and
plant lacatian i1s 1007 West 7 th Street Little Rock, Arkansas 72201.
(SQ1 372 €57Q),

Other calls were made to some campaign related employees who
had Little Rack addresses but the few I concentrated on were not
reachable or were on Labor Day vacaticas.

On Friday, September 1, 1995, I took the only flight
available 1:40 PM tco Jackson, Miss., New Orleans, Pittsburg to
Baltimare -~ arriving at 10:40 PM,

Mr. Prevatt had tried service on Ms. Utrecht but su&gect
seamed to be on vacation - continuing.

7731795 Meeting at Public Otfice.
8702795 Piscussion with Ms. Anderson
Sincerely,

Ah ok .

4027
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- Public Office CorPor—ation
911 Second Street, N.E. )
Washington, D.C. 20002
202 675-4900 / Fax §75-4911
September 16, 1992
i Clinton for President
= Mr. David Watkins
fu 123 West 3rd Street
] Little Rock, AR 72201
E
i Statement of Database & FEC Compliance & Matching Services - 09/03 thru 09/16
3 _—
]
£ All charges relate to Primary campaign.
I'EE Database management $ 1000.00
e Key operator support 250.00
T Equipment rental 375.00
|5’=s 31590 contributions processed - 5000 @ 2.50 12500.00
‘ 26590 @ 1.75 46532.50
1511 affidavits sent € 2.00 3022.00
5342p listings/reports @ .l4 747.88
23803 thanku letters @ discounted rate .26 6188.78
23803 "  envelopes " "L12 2856.36
9/08 tape to Schu rlc 7 Kedo
9/09 " " " ' — n/c
2 a0 2 - LB £ 1) B oo ) £ L0 C DN 0 Y AN e ~—==""90.00
: - 52.14
9/1y " 0 " 48S8 " oo 90.00
34.01
9/14 " " : 6797 (13 [1] " 90.00
47.56
. S-magtapes @ 25.00_ — R 75.00
TTT———. T739pl1.23
\l 7 4 V
1 4028
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Public Office Corporation

911 Second Street, N.E.
Washingion, D.C. 20002
202 675-4900 s Fax 675-4911

October 21, 1992

Clinton/Gore Committee
Mr. David Watkins

123 West 3rd Street
Little Rock, AR 72201

-~ -

Services ~ General Election Legal & Compliance

September 10 thru 17:
Schuh Advertising project:
Processing - 7 magtapes per specs @ 63.00

27005 recerds @ .007
7 9 track magtapes @ 20.00

-
-

3 %+1.00
189.03
140.00

770.03



" Important Ir‘uation for Clintnn Pre-f_‘o:'nﬁnn Tarn B¥emhboa-s

Uhder current law, every dollar you contribule uplo § 20827 040 13 /5756/ , doll:
dollar. Mmmmdnd&mﬂdbom:ﬂrhmﬂnan otow.

Fedemllawraqmresm\veremeﬂﬂ\efomm

Home Address: 5 3!8 A/ Gracalemd Ove
Occupation: Z A TR AN
Ewm&z_m_'{a_.w o IVediaine

Please make your parsonal check payabie to Clinton for President. anummmpmmbylaw
Political contributions are not tax deductible.
B# Cénton -~
Chinton For President
P.0. Box 8802
Littie Rock, AR 72231-8802

Authorized and paid for by the Clinton for President Commitiea.

/¢ mchMs STEUSSY, JR. 9B HATIONAL BANK 57
' SEELL Y BHRANAPOUS, INDIANA 45206
Sl 5740
7/26/1992
%ngf Clinton for Ptesiden_t . s. seeeeqi00.
One Hundred and Qerooeoooooaooﬁoooooc.oooococoootooocoﬂooio oL

/" Senator Albert Gore

c/o Clinton for President Com.
Dept. 3215

P.Q. Box 8802

Little Rock, AR 72231-8802
MEMO olitical contriburion




PREF: Mr. o SPOU: 0

NANE: Steussy, Jr., C. Nicklaus MPRE: .
~ NICK: Nicklaus MMAM:
© MORF: N RNUM: 244029 MHH: mNIC:

PRESIDENTIAL

TSA/D DAT BAT SEQ AMT DOC FEC AFF  FOR/TYP/EYR FRC/EVT SOL
3 OR 08/17/92 040 19 100.00 5756 FDX NA G IN 92 DM SPR NA

4

b

i

™ MTDS0.00  TBM$0.00  MWA$0.00 PYTDS0.00 PPTD$0.00 PGTDS0.00

g_:il?um.:t::'mn<(:hang¢=.->? Pg: 2/4 Record? steussy,cn

&

¥

¥

3

¥

X

h View of Steussy Record on POC's system.

TSA value of 3 is code for rLittle Rock™List 3"

Example of contribution where payee was Clinton for
President and notation of Senatrr- Albert Gore and
Clinton Committee cbtained redesignation statement
from contributor which was part of redesicmation
batch "3"

4031
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920730 038 16 [2503/ ’

CLINTONPRE-CONVENTION TEAM ENROLLMENT FORM

Yes, Biilt tmmmummmmmmmmmmmmmmmnm
as "a nuisance.” | want to be part of this crusade for change, so we can get our economy moving again and make our
nation one again. Sign me up for the Clinton Team now — while we can still get valuable Federa! matching funds that
wiﬂgiveusﬂm[g?dstanv_fenaedmwmmmﬂmber 'm rushing you my personal check in the amount of:

[ sse [ s1s s100 [7] $250 {] OTHER §

O l've enclosed a check for $50 or more. Please
send me my lirnited edition Clinton Pre-Convention

Team lapel pin.
MR CHARLES HIRSCHMAN
S008 SOMERVILLE ST ',;'g;e'wmdﬁ.df’.d‘ ”’Smmg; of
PITTSBURGH, PA 15201-1022 . nca speech.
Ladbihibaddliadlialllliseddadildlil )
| il v ' Il RMANN q _ lb 9 2_1
Please make your personal check payable to: Q"\h‘&“\ —3215010101035

Clinton for President. @s&
S Mﬁ&ﬁkc@ me=




PREF: Mr. SPOU: Hirschman, Shirley
-~ NAME: Hirschman, Charles S. MPRE: Kr. and Hrs.
NICK: Charles MNAM: Hirschman, Charles S.
MORF: M RNUM: 212550 MHH: HNIC: Charles and Shirley
PRESIDENTIAL
TSA/D DAT BAT SEQ AMT DOC FEC AFF FOR/TYP/EYR FRC/EVT SOL
5 OR 07/30/92 038 16 100.00 2503 LRT TAPE G IN 92 DM SPR NA
)
13
H
4
¢ MTD$0.00 TBMS0.00 MWASO0.00 PYTD$0.00 PPTDS0.00 PGTDS$0.00
(iFunction<Change>? Pg: 2/4 Record? hirschman,cs
&
4
E
3
fo
&
g
(R

View of Hirschman Record on POC's system
TSA value of 5 is code for Little Rock "List 5

Barple of contribution where payee was
Clinton for President Committee and a sinmple
notation in comment field on check congratulati
Clinton on his choice of Gore; the Clinton
Committee cbhtained a redesignation statement
on this contribution vhich was part of
redesignation batch *5°

Note contribution was deposited én 7/30/92,
a date which was part of contributions that
vere submitted for matching funds.

Note the oontributor was tolé to make check
payable to "Clinton for President” and was
told this contribution was matchable.

4033
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%

- 7 NICK: John

PREF: Mr. .

NAME: Bellinger, John W.

MORF: M RNUM: 20975 MHH: 20975 H

PRESIDENTIAL
TSA/D DAT BAT SEQ AMT DOC FEC AFF FOR/TYP/EYR FRC/EVT SOL
Y OR 10,/05/92 001 01 50.00 1446 FDK NA G IN 92  NA NA NA
i
ks
i
'
« MTD$0.00 TBMS0.00 MWAS0.00 PYTDS$0.00 PPTDS0.00 PGTDS0.00
ﬁaia‘unctiomChangen Pg: 2/4 Record? bellinger,jvw
3
v
) -3
F
I
L
g

View of Bellinger Record on POC system.
TSA value of Y is code for LIttle Rock"list v¢

This is an example of Clinton Committee's
management of contribution of check made
payable to Clinton/Gore Campliance Fund and
thev still obtained a redesignation statement
which became part of redesignation batch "Y"

Why get a redesignation on a contribution
clearly meant for GEIAC? Because this
contribution was part of a massiwe project,
they were not looking at individdal payees,
they were "wholesale” cbtaining redesignation
statements from contributions deposited
bédtween Rugust 6 and the end of the campaign,

4035
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PREF: Mr, O SPOU: 0

NAME: Beehan, Thomas HPRE: .
- NICK: Tom MNANM:
“ARF: M RNUM: 14323  maH: MNIC:
PRESIDENTIAL
TSA/D DaAT BAT SEQ AMT DoC FEC AFF FOR/TYP/EYR FRC/EVT SOoL
4 OR 09,02/92 002 03 100 1) 2391 FDK NA G IN 92 NA NA NA
1
e
i
™ MTD$0.00  TBM$0.00  MWAS$0.00 PYTD$0.00 PPTDSO0. 00 PGTDS$0. 00
Fgunction«:hange)? Pg: 2/4 Record? beehan,t
&
M
g
]
I
3

View of Beehan Record on POC's system
TSA value of 4 is code for Little Rock "List 4"

Example of contribution where payee was
Clinton for President with notation for

Gore and the Campliance Pund; Clinton Committee
obtained a redesiamation staterent for this
cmta::.h:st;mwluchvaspartof redesignation
batch "4%
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provision states that the section had "been revised to state that
to receive matching funds 2fter the date of ineligibility,
candidates must have net ocutstanding campaign obligations as of
the date of payment rather than the date of submission. Thus, if
the candidate’s financial position changed between the date of his
or her submission for matching funds and the date of payment
reducing the candidate's net outstanding campaign obligations,
that candidate’s entitlement would be reduced accordingly”. This
revision reinforces the requirement that private contributions
received must be applied to obligations prior to the receipt of
further matching funds. The 1991 Explanation and Justification
for §9003.3 states that "contributions redesignated .must represent
i< funds in excess of any amocunt needed to pay remaining primary

= expenses. 1f this requirement is not met, the comaittee would

: have to make a transfer back to the primary account to cover such
i1 expenses”™,

1 Finally, each edition of the Commissien’s Financial

8 Control and Compliance Manual For Presidential PrimaTry Candidates
> Receiving Public Financing, beginning with the first in 1979, has,
. in some form provided, an explanation and example of the
calculation shown™ above.

s it is the opinion of the Audit staff that the

T} Committee’s position is inconsistent with the plain meaning of the
Commission's Regulations concerning post ineligibility date
matching fund entitlement as well as the long established
Commission practice and policy.

Recommendation #10

The Audit staff recommends that within 30 calendar days
of service of this report, the Committee provide evidence to
demonstrate that it did not receive matching funds in excess of
entitlement. Absent such 2 demonstration, the Audit staff will
recommend that the Commission make an initial determination that
the Committee repay $3,674,353 to the U.S. Treasury. This amount
is subject to change upon further review.

E. Stale Dated Committee Checks

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that if the committee has checks outstanding to
creditors or contributors that have not been cashed, the committee
shall notify the Commission. The committee shall inform the
Commission of its efforts to locate the payees, if such efforts
have been necessary, and its efforts to encourage the payees to
cash the outstanding checks. The comamittee shall alsoc subamit a
check for the total amount of such outstanding checks, payable to
the United States Treasury. 4039

The Audit staff performed bank reconciliations through
June. 30, 1993 and determined that the total amount of outstanding

-
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contributions in writing for GELAC pursuant to 11 CFR §110.26/ and
the auditors cannot prohibit the Committee from maintaining those
contributions in the GELAC. ;

“The Committee further disagrees with the auditors®
method of applying contributions and matching funds to determine
when there is no additional entitlement.”

With respect to the propriety of the redesignation, 11
C.F.R. §110.1 is not the relevant regulaticn. That regulation
specifies the procedures and time limitations that apply to a
redesignation when a redesignation is appropriate. :'As stated
above 11 C.F.R. §9003.3{a)(1)(iii) clearly states that the
redesignations pursued by the Committee were not permissible.
That section states that only if no rema2ining primary expenses are
to be paid, may primary contributions not in excess of the
contributors limit be redesignated to the compliance fund. The
definition of remaining primary expenses is clearly stated in 11
C.F.R. §9034.1(b) which speaks to remaining matching fund
entitlement. That definition states that remaining net
outstanding campaign obligations is the candidate’s net
outstanding campaign obligations on the date of ineligibility less
“"the sum of the contributions received on or after the date of °
ineligibility plus matching funds received on or after the date of

ineligibility"”. — ——

The definition and the calculation of remaining
entitlement to which the Committee objects enjoys a long and
consistent history in Commission regulation and practice. This
interpretation dates to a December 1976 memorandum to the
Commission proposing an amendment to then section 134.3{c)(2) of
the Commission’s regulations. This proposed requlation stated
that "a candidate shall be entitled to no further matching funds
if, at time of any submission for certification, the total
contributions and matching funds received after the ineligibility
date egquals or exceeds the net obligation outstanding on the date
of ineligibility".

The 1979 Explanation and Justification of 11 C.F.R.
§9034.1 explains that for candidates who have net outstanding
campaign obligations on the date of ineligibility, "[bjasically,
these candidates are entitled to payments only if the private
contributions received between the date of ineligibility and the
date of gubmission are not sufficient to discharge the net debt”.
A simplified example of the calculation presented above follows
this explanation. Finally, it is explained that the regulation
"furthers the poiicy that the candidate should use private
contributions to discharge campaign obligations wherever
possible®. The 1983 Explanation and Justification for the same

4040

6/ . The Committee claimed that it complied with 11 C.F.R.
§110.2. We assume that it meant section 110.1.




Anderson Report - Tab § \
5001-5023: Documents showing Andersons were genercus — not greedy

False Statement #1 Infers Andersons Are Greedy:

The documents in the previous Tab 4, show that the Andersons did not seek and
obtain the redesignation statements as Utrecht asserted in False Statement #1.
But False Statement #1 also infers that the Andersons’ motive was financial
gain. The Andersons find that part of False Statement #1 particularly burtful,
abusive, and malicious in view of the following points:

Point 1: The Andersons never performed any such work and never received any
financial gain for performing any such work. The Andersons include in Tab 25
invoices that span POC’s services to the Clinton Primary Committee for 1992 and
1993. None of them refer to the massive redesignation project or include items
that are not clearly Iabeled as to exactly what the charge is for.

Point 2: There is evidence Schuh Advertising was paid for the project. The

September 1992 GELAC Committee FEC compliance report shows that Schuh
Advertising in Little Rock received payments from the GELAC commitiee for the
"Redesignation Mailing” on 9/28/92 for $18,043.74 and on $/29/92 for $19,469.83

(Tab 04, Doc 4025/K). That same FEC report included a payment to the U.S.Postmaster
in Little Rock on 9/16/92 in the amount of $10,150.00 for “Redesignation Letters.”

(Tab 04, Doc 4024/J) These documents are clear evidence that Schub Advertising in
Little Rock received payments for the redesignation mailing and that postage

was purchased by the GELAC commiittee in Little Rock for the mailing.

Point 3: The incentive to which Utrecht referred in False Statement #1 pertained to
additional documentation related to contributions that were submitted for

matching funds; the Andersons’ contract did not refer in any way to the GELAC
{gencral election legal and compliance fund).

Point 4: During the time Utrecht states POC was inexpertly and greedily obtaining
redesignation statements, POC was actually quite busy processing the extraordinarily

high voiume of primary contributions. The high volume led Bill Anderson, at

his own initiative, to fulfill 2 promise made to the Clinton Primary Committee

that he would lower prices if volume permitted. (Tab 05, Doc F & F.2) Bill

Anderson lowered prices that meant a net savings to the Clinton

Committee in 1992 of more than $130,000.00. (Tab 05, Doc 5001-14/A, B, C) Further,
Document 5022/G in Tab 5 shows where POC waived part of its matching funds incentive.

Point §: Utrecht was reminded of POC’s lowered prices in a letter from Bill Anderson,
dated July 9, 1993. (Tab 05, Doc 5017&18/E) POC kept excellent track of its invoices
to the Primary Committee and were careful to bill for ail work performed, when

it was performed. (Tab 05, Doc 5023/H)

The notion that the Andersons were surreptitiously mailing letters to 55,000 Clintor
contributors asking them to sign over their primary countribution to the Compliance fund
without the kanowledge of the Clinton staff in Little Rock, just to run up the bill,
would be laughable if such an awful lie hadn’t been disseminated throughout the
federal-election community as a "fact” in the FEC's final sudit report.

- Anderson Report - False Statement #1/Greed - Tab 05, Page 1 of 1 5000
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Public Office Cofl:oration

811 Second Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002
202 675-4900 / Fax 675-4911

July 22, 1992

Mr. David Watkins

Clinton for President Committee
123 West 3rd Street

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Dear David:

Thank you for your letter of June 30th outlining our role in
the General Election campaign.

We are delighted to work as you have outlined.

Regarding our present contributions and matching funds work. You
will be glad to hear that due to the heavy volume brought about
by direct mail and Clinton popularity we are able to reduce our
unit cost by one-quarter (25%) for processing those contributions
numbering more than 5000 in a given semi-monthly billing. This
is reflected in our bill for first half July services and results
in 4 savings of $4173. to the Committee. {Similar savings coming).

Your letter says "Since the volume of primary activity will decrease
significantly, we will need to renepotiate the fees for filing

the monthly primary report'. We will be glad to hear what you have
in mind. Our feeling is that since almost all of our charges are
unit charges based on volume, costs will automatically lower as
volume declines. ’

We do need to address the large and rapidly growing size of the
Clinton database. The number of contributions has passed 100,000
and may be headed to nearly double that figure. As this vital
database grows so does our responsibility and the amount of work
and equipment required to keep it viable and secure and responsive
to your needs. Thus, we propose to increazse the management fee for
this from $1000. per month to $2000.

But the foregoing will be offset in part by a reduction in key oper-
ator support charge from $1000. per month to $500. This we can do
because of the quality and experience of your operators.

V)
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Regarding work in the expenditure area, our charges have been

very light - 40% off usual staff-hour rates, with no charge for

computer involvement, etc. At a glance, our involvement has amounted

to but 25-50 cents per voucher. We are quick to acknowledge that

the excellent work and leadership provided by your Little Rock

managers is the reason there has not been a need for our involve-

ment to be at all major. (Rates to campaign 26/hr manager; 22/hr others).

As to work in preparation for the audit, we propose that our role
be similar to our expenditure role, i.e. that we be paid according
to the staff-hours we are called om tc provide, at 402 discount.

Separate fr.. your letter you have asked for a quote for 1ntegiating
general election contributor data into your existing database so
that you will h- ve a complete contributions history of each contrib-
utor. Since there will not be a matching funds aspect, we can do
this for half the rate for primary contributions, f.e. 1/2 x 2.50 or
1.25 eachi. Should the volume be very high, we may be able to cut
this rate in fashion similar to that we have done for the primary
contributions.

You mentioned consulting. Of course we will be delighted to provide
any assistance called upon to do. We have worked hard; we feel very
much a part of your campaign team. This is important to us. We
want to do our part for a November victory. (Rates same as above.)

Please do not hesitate to call on us whenever we can be of hélp or
whenever any concern might arise about our work.

With best regards.

atricia W. Anderson
President
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911 Second Stueet, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002
202 675-4900 I Fax 675-4911

September 10, .1992

Mr. David Watkins )

Clinton for President Committee )
123 West Third Street - '
Little Rock, Arkansas 72202

Dear David:

When I wrote to you on July 22nd, 1 said, “The number of contributions has
assed 100,000 and may be headed for nearly double....” 1 underestimated,
or now the figure has passed 200,000 and 1s headed for around 250,000 when

all the compliance work is finished.

1 point out these facts for two reasons. First, I am glad to report that

the- unexpectedly high volume dgain makes it possible to reduce our unit prices.”
With the last half of August biil, which you will receive short1¥, we are
‘cutting another bit from our per contribution price -- down to $1.75, as

opposed to the $1.85 per our July reduction and as ogposed to the $2.50 pre-
July Brace. The two reductions result in a savings to the Committee of over
$30,000 for the last half of August alone.

Similarly, we are cutting our price for thankyou letters by another 20%.

We are proud that we can offer these reductions, garticu]arly in light of the

huge surge in volume which required us to 20 to three shifts, seven days, to

ﬂggaeggg and train staff accordingly, and to buy and install a lot of new
ware.

second reason to talk about database volume. Being database people, we are
probably more sensitive to the care and use of same than most people. Because
it was not our work but that of the Committee that brought in the money, I

can say without undue brqgg]ng that_the Clinton Committee has_a magnificent
databqsg.. IE is large, it is detailed, and it is accurate. It should be
so-maintained. -

Thus  without any further charge to the Committee, we are going throug& a
doubie-check process to seek out and tie down any remaining loose ends. Also,
we have recen 1{ done a computer-rebuild as a step toward continued efficient
functioning of the database. Speed of grocess1ng is very important in view
of the size and the ver¥ large number of requests for products by the
Committee and by the DNC. '

What else needs to be done? Two things, I suggest, and we will do them with
the lowest of costs, if you want us to.

oL
.
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We understand that the Committee is anxious to exert an effort to obtain
occupation/employer data from contributors who have not yet furnished same.
We will be glad to write a nice leter to each such contributor soliciting
this information and incorporate the results into the database, if you would

1ike us to.

Next, regarding the results of the effort to reattribute contributions to the
general election compliance fund. We suggest that the records of those
accegting this option be noted appropria e]¥ so that the Committee will have
complete contributor data in one central file. We will do this for very low
cost if provided a list or tape of the contributions being shifted. In-
addition to the importance of complete individual data for compliance reasons,
the file could be readily useful in case it is unexpectedly necessary to
submit additional matching funds requests. :

In closing, and as the campaign goes into the home stretch, we want to express
our appreciation for the confidence that you and your team have shown in us,
and to assure you that we stand ready to help in any way we can toward a big
win in November! ‘ .

Sincerely,

Patricia W. Anderson
President

cc: Keeley Ardman
Patti Reilly
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811 Second Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002
202 675-48300 1 Fax 675-491)

September 10, 1992

Clinton for President
Mr. David Watkins

123 West 3rd Street
Little Rock, AR 72201

o

e e

All charges relate to Primary campaign.

Database management $ 1000.00
Key operator support 250.00
Equipment rental 375.00
49058 contributions processed - 5000 @ 2.50 12500.00
' 44058 @ 1.75 7710F.50
Expenditure work for FEC compliance
20.00 staff-hrs manager € 26.00 . 520.00
3g.50 M " assistants @ 22.00 869.00
1746 affidavits returned & integrated into submission for
#10 for $175,911.65 to be matched @ 2.00 3492.00
10000 thanku letters - @ new discounted rate of .26 2600.00
10000 "  envelopes addressed " R I 1200.00
.99907.50
i
9015
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911 Second Street, N.E.
Wazshington, D.C. 20002
202 675-4900 { Fax 575-4_911

July 9, 1993

Ms. Lyn Utrecht

Oldaker Ryan znd lewis
Suite 1100

818 Connecricut Avenue, N.W.
Rashington, D.C. 20006

Dear lyn:
This is in reference to cur telephons ccnversation of yesterday.

Devoted to being a "team plsyer", recognizing the sometimes crucial
cash flow problems of the Committee, and blessed after the nominating
convention with a sizezble increase in work volume, we took two
actions at strategicelly significant times:

1) we permitted the balznce-.due froz the Committee to
rise 25 high as $190,846.15
R
2} volunterily znd strictly on ocur own initiztive we reduced
prices in several inerements with a total savings to the
Cormittee of $104,178.12

Obviously, the amount of 2) zbove is thousands of times more than

enough to offset the four instances in which you felt there could

have been chzrges for mistazkes made on our part. Nevertheless, I

will briefly adéress these four points znd should you need further
detail T will be glad to provide same.

1) issue re: "back-dzted" affidavits .
If addressed definitively, one would determine yhat .
errors were pade, when. But since all charges te: ¢
affidevit work were on a unit charge basis, there were no
charges added for the special handling of those in question.

2) issue re: July 1992 report overstated by $200,000.

We believe this to be the result of a typographical error
which was not caught in time to correct before report sub-

mission. We regret this. There were no charges for correcting
the error.

~ more P 501 7
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3) Yerror"™ re: payments to Worthen National Bank

We believe this stewms from the early days vhere the
Committee wrote several checks for deposit {n the °
payroll account, rather than using inter-account
transfer. By the time we became invelved we delieve
the practice had been discontinued. We'realized, as
did the Committee, that care had te be taken on the
4th quarter 1991 report to make sure expenditures were
not overstated. The FEC report.itself was correct; the
“error" was in not making the appropriate “memo” type
entry on Schedule B, There were no charges related

to this sequence.

4) was the Committee charged twice for any FEC tapes?

No. All tape charges were per Committee requests.
Where it was necessary to process tapes more than
once, only the final product was charged for.

Trusting that the a2bove will answer your guestions, we lock
forward to receiving the Committee's check for services through
Jupe 15, 1993 in the amount of $26,372.90. Upon receipt of
same or word from you that it is enroute we will commence.the
final work toward the July 15th FEC report. T

Sincerely,

e~

$11liam R. Anderson
Chairman )

ce
David Watkins
Barbara Yates

i
P.S. 1 am enclosing a copy of our July 22 and September 10, 1992
letters to David Watkins. You may not have these; they provide
additional detail on our voluntary price reductions. They may

also demonstrate the flavor of our efforts to be a team player to
the Committee.

N
[T
,



v
DATABASE SERVICES
911 SECOND STREET, N.E. '
WASHINGTON, D.C. 26002
202-675-4800
FAX Number: 202/675-4511
s
i1 PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOVING 3 PAGE(S)
ek (including transmittal sheet)
i
1
) TO: NAME  Phil Friedman
3: COMPANY Ross & Hardies
3 FAX 4_ QMBS
S : .
F »m} DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION Proposed Modifications to December
= A
10 Proposal
FROM: William R. Anderson
DATE: Jap 22, 1992 TIME: 3.50 pw

COMMENTS: Phil, the enclosed was FaXed to David Watkins this

morning. If it is approved, we will submit our comments

on the proposed contract promptlv. - bill

J - 5019



e

o

e

.

ey
— W

L

i

w K

3

Lk Tg

b

R

C
d'

A 4
-

ot
13

o

- ", s -

January 22, 1992 J}r;ﬁ“;."

Modifications to December 10, 1991 Proposal for the Clinton for
President Committee

General
- Following a careful analvsis of costs, POC has determined that
the company is losing money on the Clinton Committee work.

- The loss can be attributed to a combination of factors, including:

~ POC underestimated the staff-hours required.

- POC is being relied upon for a larger share of respons-
ibility than anticipated.

~ There have been fewer contributions than estimated, but
for nigher average dollar amounts. This has markedly
increzsed the importance of affidavits, splitting and
reatiributions, and zll the work and follow-up associated
with szne,

- Both ?0C and Cormittee are placing great stress on optim-
ization of matching funds and accurate and full FEC com-—
pliznce.

- In order to continue past the FEC submissions now in workup, POC
will need a =—oderate increase in revenue tc meet expenses of the
project. Thesce increases are detailed in the pages that follow.
There are a2iso some decreases due to a lesser number of devices
connected at #D{ to POC's svystem than originally anticiparted.

- Should work volume, reallocztion of tasks, increases in efficiency
or other factors result in a change from meering expenses to an

appreciable profit, we will reduce prices to the meet expense
basis.

< Anticipated i=zpact on monthly costs to Committee -~ based on the
number of contributions, affidavits and other jobs for the rather
Jheavy month cf December, we estimate that the Committee will:see
cost increases of about $5000. per month as compared to current
rates. This does not include the "incentive" fees to be charged

when and if a FEC grade of 98.00 or above is achieved in a match~-
ing funds subaission.

9020

' 7a65- F 2






2 4.

el
el

o

3 5

L2 L

L) @ '
Public Office CorPoraﬁiom

*4

211 Second Street, N.E.
Weehingion, D.C. 20002
202 675-4500 / Fex §75-4811

Szptember 24, 1992

Clinton for President Committee

YMr. Deavid Watkins .

123 West 3rd Street

Little Rock, AR 72201

Statement of incetive pay for =zatching submission 10 (of 09/03/92)

— -

o o A o U T A T ML S PR S s S oy S S0 T S0 AU A e S S S P S A P s e W

Funde left unused in "zccount" zs5 of 09/01/92 after

809 :illed § 28055.31
re: S10:
TEC eesigned grace of 93.8
£5212 contributions preocessed during month € 1.00 68212.00
2643 zifidzvirs sent @ .30 1321.50
€59533.50

Amcunt zcerued to Clinton Cexzmittee for £10 zracde over 98.0 =
2,825,181.16 = 0.5% 22601.45
Tetzl now in "zecount" for incentive pay

(2¢055.31 + 22€01.35) 21656.76
Ameunt cue o e pz2id froa "zccount" fer £10 ££333.59

51656.76
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Public Office CorPoraﬁon

“1

211 Second Street, N E
Washington, D.C. 20002
202 675-4800 | Fax 675-4911

April 16, 1993

MEMORANDUM
For: Richard Williams
Re: Balancing of POC invoice totals against Committee disbursements
When we run a total of all invoices thru -
reimbursible expenses thru 10/01 - 10/31/92 period
services thru 02/01 thru 02/15/93 period
We BeL...vivvenencnanenans $ 1052402.74
Your figure of pavments... 1039674.27
The difference............ 12728.47 represents our invoice
dated 02/03/93 for services
01/16 thru 01/31/93 vhich
has not been paid (but
probably included in the

check which is comingl.
12728.61 is the amount of that invoice

Thus, we compute a balance within 000.14.
Please advise of anything further needed.

Best regards,

5



Anderson Report - Tab &

6002-6100: Batch of redesignation statements used as CPC’s first transfer

This section contains a copy of the "batch” of redesignation statements as sent

from Little Rock to Pat Anderson at POC in late October 1992. The CPC used this

batch as the basis for the first of 15 transfers, all of which correlate to
batches of redesignation statements similar to the first one shown herein.

Nevertheless, the CPC’s general counsel made the following false and misleading
statements to the FEC to help cover up the significance of the redesignation
statements and further distance itself from responsibilty for obtaining them:

FALSE STATEMENT #2
(from CPC Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc 23041):

“In those instances where they were not torally superfluous the "redesignations”
sought and obtained by the Committee’s vendor merely serve as confirmartion
thar the contributors intended these cortributions to be made to the Compliance
Fund since there may have been some ambiguity in the way in which the checks
were made out or in the unsigned cards that were attached 1o the checks. "

FALSE STATEMENT #3
(from CPC Interim Audit Response, Doc 23041):

"No funds were transferred 10 Compliance when the contributor’s intent was
unclear. The "redesignarions"” obtained by the Commitiee’s vendor, although
redesignation was @ misnomer, serve as documentation of the contributors’
intent to make contributions to the Compliance Fund. In every instance, the
additional clarifying documentation was received within 60 days. "

ANDERSOCN REPLY to False Statements #2 and #3:

Statements #2 and #3 (above) exemplify the Clinton Primary Committee’s (CPC)
strategy of having it both ways with regard to the redesignation statements.

On the one hand, in arguing that the contributions in question were

undesignated contributions, the CPC assents the redesignation statements are
superfluous. On the other hand, in arguing that the $2.4 million in

contributions should remain in the Compliance fund (GELAC), the redesignation
statements are trotted out to serve as evidence of donative intent, even though,
supposedly, the vendor should not have obtained them.

For the moment, consider the CPC’s assertions, listed on the following page,

which were made to the FEC auditors as regards the signed redesignation
statements, the first batcn of which is contained herein:

- Anderson Report - False Statements #2 & #3 - Tab 66, Page 1 of 2

6000



CPC assertion A: that the statements were obtained without its knowledge;

CPC assertion B: that the redesignation statements, though superfluous,
confirmed the donor intended to make a contribution to the GELAC;

CPC assertion C: that the contributions shifted to GELLAC were not primary assets
because "in writing" designation by the contributor did not exist;

CPC assertion D: that the assets deposited in the “suspense account” were NOT
primary assets and therefore did not have to be included on its NOCO financial
statements when it requested additional matching funds;

CPC assertion E: that the contributions shifted to the GELAC were made based on
an "analysis” by the CPC (False Statement #4 discussed in Tab 7); and

CPC assertion F: the contributions shifted to the GELAC were not primary
contributions and thus the transfers not a violation of election law.

Now, please flip through the signed statements (Doc 6002-6100)
and review the debit and credit slip which was filled out by the
Little Rock accounting staff. It is clear these documents:

Refute assertion "A" above; the CPC itself was making transfers based on
the signed statements even before the last matching fund payment was paid to it
by the FEC; how could Utrecht assert the CPC was unaware of redesignation
statements it was using in September 1992 as the basis for transfers of money?

Refute assertion "B" above; the signed statements show the contributor gave
FIRST to the primary campaign, and that only 38,000 of approximately 55,000
donors asked to do so, wanted their contribution "redesignated” to the GELAC.

Refute assertion "C" above; the signed redesignation statements are the "in writing"
evidence that the contribution was originally intended as a primary contribution.

Refute assertion "D" above; the CPC did violate election law by not reporting all
all of its primary campaign assets when requesting additional matching funds.

Refute assertion "E" above; the batch in this section, along with the other
documents shown in Tab 14 which are part of the "reconciliation” discussion, prove
that the 15 tranfers from the primary to the GELAC were made based on batches of
redesignation statements -- NOT a convenient analysis performed after the fact.

Refute assertion "F" above; the signed statements prove the CPC transferred
primary cotributions to the GELAC while CPC had debts, a violation of election law.

1t is ironic that the Clinton Primary Committee itself

sought and obtained the proof of its own wrongdoing --

documents it had to turn around and coverup by making
603 tfaalse staternents.

- Anderson Report - False #2 & #3 - Tab 06, Page 2 of 2
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David Greenbiifg
2144 Venetian Way
Winter Park, FL 32789-

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2157 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Oru;{ AL @/23/7%

i Signature

Date
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Natu R. Patel T — T - T TE T TETET T T e e

2758 Manila - - . o kg o eaSe s -;,rdTU — BRI
Houston, TX 11043- \ e CooaT T S T

-t oo - e A... EERR']
D .

'YES lwmnondeagnmmyeonmbuuontotheﬁeuualElmmugﬂmdAmmgComphmFmd.

Myeontnbuuoncfcheckmsmthelmunlofs 3000 dcposuedonoan?m. sbouldbuedmmted lolhe
General Election Legel and Accounting Compliance Fund. My ngnam:e sppears below.

Nk R Al St 24 92
Sigoature Date
CH Ernigd Fxxto~v  Gemicac
Occupation - Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

M Peek
R. R. I Box 279
Hillsboro,, IN 47949-

YES., I want to redesignate tmy contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1470 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Moy ek | 7-24-7Z2

Signature ¢ Date
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Mitchell C. Dorson ‘ e
9183 E. Visco Pl '
Tucson, AZ 85710-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4608 in the amount of § 36.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

/9@357(’;%2%J4L~__ 2(23[92

Signature Date
Eoc%( L2 cjpﬂvdp %m - (‘g,aw?o[oh Tt — Ef

6004 .

I understand-that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 tasy request a refund of this amount. - .

r




Larry D. Williams
15221 S.W, 148th Avenue

Miami, FL. 33187-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4449 in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

e

= / ‘/ S /52

| 5 Signature Date ‘ 7

. Lhpcegrs g Hohe Aaoriliizs T 2 ranes
N Occupation Employer 7

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
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A. W, Diessner ..
3193 Peoningon Ave. @D R
Afton,, MN 55001-

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Lega! and Accounting Compliance Fund. X

My contribution of check #4881 in the amount of $§ 300.00, depasited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to khc

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

@%W 10/ (/’7’ 2
ignature D Date

QOccupation Employer

1 understand that if ! choose not to redesignate my contribution, may request a refund of this amount.

1!’1
T . v
5 Herbert 1.."1ys0.,
Enil 19 Avon Place
3 Arlington, MA 02174-
g YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
iai My contribution of cbheck #913 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
[ General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
& e L .

/ 'A | —/-/ ,2 7 A L

Slgnamré\_',"T Date

j ', - S --:' -'.ﬂ,"".'. - :"’:"—-_v-.-._—. _1' o ’-——/ ‘-'- _‘.-r'—
Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I msy request a refund of this amount.

P = bt

Robert J. Goiten
1145 Jay St.
Boulder, CO 80302-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My signature appears bel

; /o/q/ 92

Occupation Employer

1 understand that if [ choose aot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

6006
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4133 De Paul Ct. . o R S S

Sacramento, CA 95821- ' I T : ’ - -y
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #6187 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears befow.

;Zgg& s o 23, (79L

Date

(2l G Les 415 &VHM C/(d%

Occupation Empl:@tdm /
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I fiay request 2 refund of this amount.

Sigo

.

~ ﬁ.’ a"ﬁ' * ...:l'@_':;t - 1

LR

Daniel J. O'Friel
PO Box 9662 )(
Santa Fe, NM 87504.9662

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #600 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Complianc, ( Fund. My signature appears below.

Genl ol G/29/72

Zgna/r;,reév)/,?& Date 56' ( /ﬁ

Occupation Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignale my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

Lachen M. Pence

716 Coastland Drive
Palo Alo, CA 94303-
YES, I want to redesignate my contributicn 1o the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #880 in the amount of §  5.00, deposited oa 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.” My sigzature appears below.

Lo foene. 7. %me,-,. 7 /MZ/J—-

Signature Date
e wgé:..
Occupation . Employer s 0 0 7

I uaderstand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.




Peter O'Reilly o 0
3460 Glen Dr. ‘
Spring Valley, CA 91977- \

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Wal apd Accounting Compliance Fuad.

My contribution of check #1164 in the amount of $ 50.00, depasited on 08/25/92, should be redesiguated to the
Geners! Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signsture sppears below.

Doter aw 9/a3/72

r

Signature
QOccupaiion Employer
I I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
{
g
lﬁ .. —
b o v s ———
% T ey o T
1 Charlotte W. Guice
2 4901 N. Calle Luisa
i Tucson, AZ 85718-
g
I YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accouating Compliance Fund.
=
2 My contribution of check #2029 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignatzd to the
e i General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
ki
%MW ferde 23 [97>
Signature Date
Occupation Employer

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Sara |. Davis X
4768 Allied Raod
San Diego, CA 92120

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #429 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General El i




John T. LsePalma
56 7th Street #12 o A : o ,
New York, NY 10011- T L EREER U S

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the Generat Election Legal and Accounting Comp!iancc Fund.
My contribution of check #554 in the amount of § 50.00, @os;ted on 08/24/92, should be mdesugnated to t.he

General Election d Accounting Compliance F My signature appears below.
Date
L .. 4_——_-
_M,JPL D
Occupation Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

PR L SR PR Sh=ai = R == 1y . T — e LT R
o e e abdh e - e e g T

Jeffrey Oppenheimer .
201 East 21st Street S
New York, NY 10010-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribusion to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #168 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

%W D/a—-ozrn%z

. -
mm—A’eﬁny f/ara —Pav‘ld" _l)')C :

Cccupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

ne
1)
3

Janet K. O'connell
225 Central Park West Apt. 1205
New York, NY 10024-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1006 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Eiection Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

;Z'ﬁ-\.zu—[’ K D‘Gpnnl {I ﬁ‘/)-3/41

_tnsgs;&/___a_[__mﬁa___ U/
Employer 6609

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.




Steven P. Steslekar
. 2188 Watarbury Road o - @

Lakewood,, OH 44107-

YES, lwmtwredemgmbmymmhunmm!bewmmmduﬂmmw:m?m
Myeonmbuuonofcheck#l“mtbenmmtofs 27.25, depommdoawmmmm&nmdmmledtothe
Genersl Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature sppears below.

Q-25-92.

STunENT UNEMPLOVED
Occupation Employer

I undesstand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

&E
5:‘i
o PP Y I T = — et et AR5 b
- Liltian Holsted
N, 734 S. Woodside Dr.
fi; Vermilion, OH 44089-
¥

! YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
g -
[} My contribution of check #cash in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited oa 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the

¥ General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.,
R
&

F—-24 -T2,
ature Date

Occupation 3 Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request 2 refund of this amount.

it~ £ - —

T i i, | % i - oy

is

=
Sylvia Chudy N
RT1 Box 299

Bismarck, AR 71926-

- S I-.,/

YES, [ want to redesignaie my ?::ontribmiou to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuand.

'
My contribution of check #584 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund My signature appears below.

?é{/ 72

Date 7

Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose got to redesignate my contribution, I may request 2 refund of this amount. 6010



Ralph E. Farmer

: 4644 Braodon Ct. . . o el lE L
B Santa Maria, CA 93455.7 . " o T : S - A

YES, I want to fedéisﬂﬂle my contribu&:c';;; lc.:-!he Gepenal Election Legal and Awouming- Compliancc Fund, *

My contribution of check #mo in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated 1o the
Cjenml Elect|9n Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. :
R — O
).
(__ i Topeen G-Fh-52
51@5/ V Date
e 734 SC

Lg

Occupation Employer

-

5 I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

ji; Phillip W. Crawford, Ir,

i 155 E. 29th St., #29E

o+ New York, NY 10016-

!:E YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Eiection Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

%: My contribution of check #631 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal and liapée Fund. My signature appears below.

Qés@z

L tur Date / fl - E"a
o 27 r[(/u:,u
'47’7’02 vE CHE G2 FifAk Avesve.
Occupation . Employer NY R /0e2D

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Augusta L. Packer
420 E 23rd ¥ME
New York, NY 10010-

YES, I want w redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #611 in the amount of $1000.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesiguated to the, -~
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

%wa@%%wgw

CetedT Bt/

Employer

6011

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
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Cathryn S. Guyler
126 E. 24th St. 0 . e
New York, NY 10010- :

YES, I want to redesignate my comnbunon to the Geners! Elactaon Legal pnd Accounting Compliance Fund

~35%3 - bt
My contribution of check, #3573 tn the amount of $ 200.00, depasited on 09/08/92, should be redesignated to lhe. .
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fund. My signature appears below.

) gz;:/i-z-
Signature Date v
Ris Socves Fnstin  p. oS 2T o b £
Occupation Employer _

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a rzfund of this amount.

z“
9
it . I T P i e S
: e TN S SR 40 S S S :
M Jerry Spector
R 158 5. Formosa Ave.
% Los Angeles, CA 90036~
13
& YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
]
= My contribution of check #923 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
= Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,
ture . Date A
7,
KA jni%
Occupation Employer
1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
-'-—-_'-:' "'-“'r Y- --;-:;-'h--x - A i Ay, ey % \-.-.W-C's‘ﬁ -\'T-L-J- A
Nancy A. Thoennes
3248 S. Franklin

Englewood, CO 80110-
YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the Generzal Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fuad.

My contribution of check #2116 in the amount of § 30.00, deposited on 09/01/92, shwldberedemm:edtolhe
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears bélow. ~

\\

. §.25-42
Signsture : Date
_Soud] (ezasde &,
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount. 5012
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426 Lewis Center Rd. '

Delaware,, OH 43015-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compiliance Fund.

My contribution of check #502 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaneral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Mot Dad— QBN 25 19 2
Signature \ Date \

Occupation Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my coatribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

P 1y

Robert Springer
10244 Bermuda
El Paso, TX 79925-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1654 in the amount of $ 75.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

/ 2.5 Aop 97

Employer

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amouat.

-

- ———— T T o & =

June Springer
10244 Bermuda
El Paso, TX 79925-

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1653 in the amount of § 75.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. .

%@W/ 25 Jep F2-

Sigoature|/ Date

der he _

Occupation Employer
Iundusundthatif!choosenouoreduigmtemycomﬁhlﬁon.lmyreqwsunﬁmdoﬂhisamnt

6013



La Vouia Nelsoo _ o o i @
' 5267 Torch Lane™ L HEe p
| Dayton, 45427-- - - - . S eIt ol

l/ YES, 1 wmt to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Awounung Complmnce Fund.

My contnbunonofcheck #7828 in the amount of $§ 20.00, deposited oa 08/24!92 shouldbe :edeslglmed to lhe
General Election Legat and Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature appears below.

%mgﬂﬁmuﬁgﬁgy__ ff/af/ﬂ

upation

1 upderstand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Lillian W. Spight A}LS
Box 550 1305 Phil Harper

Demopolis, AL 36732-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #7123 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Kk Ay
A

G- 24-F2

3

Date

Occupation A Empfoye

T understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Steven Nash
5836 Birchbook Dr, #137-A
Dallas,, TX 75206-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad.

My contribution of check #351 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redwgnnled to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My sigoature appears bejow, . . -
"
e, 9/2 4-/?,1
Signature Date /' / '
Elcirmac; <+t Fler RA
Occupation Employer . 6 0 1 4

I understand that if I choose not to redesiguste my contributios, I may request a refund of this smount.
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Stephan A. Cole ' :
2 Park St, - ° - . 9 ORI

Belfast,, ME 04915 - ' : A
YES, | want io redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad. -

My contribution of check #2035/ the amouat of $ 25.00, depasited on 08/31/92, should be redesiguated to the
Geperal Election Legal and A ting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Cpm A 9259z

Sigoaturd
PUA NN A
ot A AT R gl

1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Elgine H. Stroup

7817 Blackshear Dr.

Huber Heights, OH 45424-

YES, I want to redesignste my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #507 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesiguated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund, My signature appears below.

&@L@mﬁi F-o5 -7
‘S7ignamm ‘ Date
Occupajion Empioyer

1 understand that if I choose not o redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Charles M. Shepard
1670 Huffman Ave.
Dayton, OH 45403-

YES. | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #210 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated ta the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fupd. My signature appesrs below.

-
-

77, Sept A5 1192
Signature / Date
Collegy rnstructor SINCLA IR Commumd LT Y CotlSGE
Occupation’ Employer

6015

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.



Ann C Heveoer i
40 Foster St '
Littletca, MA 01460- 0

YES.ImwMMmmﬁmeﬁGmﬂﬂmimmdmmﬁng&mpﬁmFm.

My contribution of check #2129 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
Geucral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

4—)—&@% . J-25-%2
Signature fard Date

[lfostrefor aud brifer seff -e}n,mé:yen/

Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose ot to redesignate my coatribution, ] may request a refund of this amount.

4 Fred Pearson
N 16 Crest Rd.
‘ Wayland, MA 01778

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund,

i

My contribution of check #1632 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the

General Jlection al and Accounting Complizace Fund. My signature appears below.
%/ PP Jephos doy 2£, 157
Sigra ' é Date
%ttc,a-ea'?(\’l /[/{[/"" /éfjt (dﬁ ZQ!WA@

Occupation Employer

RN M ﬁ“i L2

1 understand that if § choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Dorothy S. Tate
710 Gatewood Aventue
High Point, NC 33386 2 72( R

YES, I want to redesignate my cootribution to the General Eiection Legal and Accounating Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #4245 in the amount of $ 250.00, depasited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Acccunting Complisnce Fund. My signature appears below.

_&ML_J, Tats. it olratloc A5 15 SR
Siguature Date
%’ . z Emplt;yer ; P %}

lundersundd_ntiflchooumtomdecignnemymuibuﬁm.lmyleqmlmﬁmdofthisnmmt.ﬁﬁ. w';
£ 736/

6016




Robert E. Stebbins -
208 Collegs ViewDeive (@) g _ &
Richmood, KY 404752404

YES, 1 want to redesignste my contribution i the General Election Legal 204 Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1011 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited o 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and-Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature appears below.

/ /? Wa | 7/2.5' /‘?z_

Occupatitn Employer -

)
i
I -
% = b
g Jeffrey P. Hoyle
i 56 Lockewood Circle
5 Swansea, MA 02777
z YES, I want to redesigoate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
o
;:; My contribution of check #4979 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 09I08.’92 should be redesignated to the
s General Election Lega! and Accountipg Compliance Fund. My sigunature appears,below.
[ e Zs
Daté/
Occupation Employer
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
P S e it . e T THE e Tt T

Sutter, IL 62373- 4{ anene etroane £2
YES, I want to redesignatc my coatribution to the General Election Legai and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #137 in the amount of $§ 10.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
vGenenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My siguature appears below.

Qﬁgmu_m«___ _LQ#AJA_LL_:;_.

6017

‘Wm Employer D
I understand that if 1 choose pot to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amourt.




LaurmeSpmers,-jr. .. ]
97 E. St. Jameg #32 . _ . ‘\ ; . -
San Jose, CA 95112- © °° w ‘ - s* " ‘

e

YES, lmmmmmymmummcmmmmmuamphmpm

My contribution of check #1655 ; in tbe amonnt ofS 100.00, dqomed on O9/GII92 should be redesignated to the
Genenal Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature sppesrs below.

M 7/24[72

ATency W Fenry & FRAVK
Employer -

Occupation

I understand that if I choose not to redesigaate my coatribution, | msy request s refund of this amount.

e -
i Betty J. DeWitt
N 325 Northridge Drive
i1 Scotts Valley,. CA 95066-
i
i YES, I want 1o redesignate my contribution 10 the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
&
:; My contribution of check #472 in the amount of $§ 35.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated (o the
ot General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
&
£ )
F > s N I Y 5:):3/1?, Y (9%
Signatre / Date
AR AV, -
Occupation Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignats my coniributior, | may request a refund of this amount.

—— - =

Fran Hancheu
100 Lockewood #138
Scotts Valley, CA 95066-

YES. [ want to redesignate my contribation to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #498 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
G:neral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

T o
Y A \
. vy vy QIWIQ Z—
Signature Date
- AN Q\ 8013
Occupation ] ~Employer -

1 undesstand ghat if [ choose not 1o redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.




Beverly Solomon
582 Jobel Dr.
Haddonfield, NJ 08G33-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1868 in the amount of $ 30.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Lzgal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

é&wz%?éf/éikkwm\ ,éz ,;u;/??z

‘Signature Date
Gceupation Employer

I undzrstand that it | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

6019
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1717 S. Smithville Rd. IR - R e .
Dayiwo, OH 45410- ~— = = - U7 e mo T CoTTIE o e

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Eisction Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod. - -

My contribution of check #1724 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Mﬁ & me /L/g_t‘,gt/ /949
Signature - Date 4

) - 2 199
Qccupation #/¢ ,;é; A - Employer

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

e
e

4

a

W [ﬂ

Femm C. Haaland
1701 E. 128th St.
Tacoma, WA 98345-
YES, { want to redesiynate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #8838 in the amount of $ 13.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General‘/Elecion Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

0. 2L 7 75- 92

Signature Date
W j&w{f{; A——
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if 1 choose ot to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

Robert W. Morrison

P. O. Box 378

Mahomet,, IL. 61853-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad.

My contribution of check #5271 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Complitince Fuad. My signature appears below.

WAL onr 100, N _2¢ St ve
: Date

Signature

Cccupation i Employer s 0 2 0

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may requast a refund of this amount.
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26 Clover Street
South Burlington, VT 05403-

YES, | want to redesignate my coatribution to the Gegeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #8458 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliagce Fund. My signature appears below.

M2 Q. Cliow Lo 36 1992

Signature
R tiied e LB nep v e
Occupationt Employer v

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

e e b o L B G R e Y o T ah et o s

Lisa Castrignano
Springfield, VT 05156-
YES, 1 want to redesignaie my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #637 in the amount of $§ 75.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the
Generat Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

T Gasronanr Vst

Signature / Date
(\/h«b 7”7«51&1221 Wf—p m;gzﬂ
Occupation * & 7 Employer I 7

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

— ——

Donette 1. Johnson
907 Pasrkway Dr.
Ballwin, MO 63011-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund.

My contribution of check #2791 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated
’ to the
Geoeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.- My sigusture appears-below. °

M%Mw __9a5/s2

Signature

?MW/W M é%; %ﬁéﬂé )

Employer

Imdumndﬂntiflchmmwudeﬁgnuemymuibuﬁon.lmsyrequstareﬁmdofthisnmonnt. 6021



Harlan M Grezne : ' . . >
Chapel Hill, NC 27514~ . i _— . .
YES, I want to redesignate my contributicn to the General Election Legal and Accouating Complis;nee Fund.

My contribution of check #1010 in the amount of § 60.00, deposited on 08/21/92, shouid be redesignated io the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Ot pp . D;.ﬁ Send L

Signature Q
'RC L\,\u\g\ { ¢ ’\ )b\s\é‘\ & ! ¢, ks\'\-”&“’\ "\Ssr\ N —
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if [ chooss not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

T e e Yo EI R
Betsy Hodges Sterman
3245 Worthington St., NW
: Washingtoa, DC 20015-
- YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
:Z My contribution of check #392 ia the amouat of $ 200.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Q. N Jtzeman 9/25/92.

Signature Date
fhewse jecke hopr—e—
Qccupation Employer

I understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

- —

Victor Shimkin
184 Adams St.
Delmar, NY 12054-

YES, | want to redesignate my contributioa to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2551 in the amount of § 25,00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
ql Election Legal and Accoun{ing Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

AR AN ;pr«_.,/hcr 24 (997

ﬁ? , Datf | ‘ . .
[ated Namﬁ sm.,l\-’xjo;f Dhv g JGI'{wa

[undamndlhhﬂcﬁownottoredesixmtemymmﬁh:ﬁon,!mquuma:cﬁmdofmismunt. 022
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Pau Neal q. . o
325 Desaville Dr. 0 ‘ -
Moaroevilie, PA 15146-
YES, lmmmmmymmwmcmmmwmmmga@mrm

Myeonmwmofdsectnﬂmthewds 100.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
sction-heg andAmonmgComplmFund My signature appears below.

A P 7/2,5/?&
opay e E@{ﬁ/f@fﬁéﬂw <, ,

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

CEE == IO \.. e — ey e = —

Betty Jean Sonnie
131 O'Hara Street
Greensburg,, PA 15601-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #0285 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

7 .
f/
Sum:nure / g Date /
-” 7 -
J’LL‘ ZL‘U—-{L—/
Occupation Employer

T understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, { may request a refund of this amount.

Jack Delman
302 Bumnt Mills
Silver Spring, MD 20901-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #509 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 09/08/92, should be mdﬁnguated o the
{ Election and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. _ e

_ 25 Ot 9o,
ignature Date
Aam.n.smmq_“a"&\q Armed Servicas Boand Cibvrast Appeals

CUccupation Employer
8023

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.



- Karl W. Stevesson 0
2609 N Duke St., Ste. 103 T o

Durham, NC 27704-

YES, I want to redesignste my contribution to the General Election Legal 2ad Accounting Compliance Fund.

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

‘7
Alta L. Keefe
644 Penning Ave.
Wood River, IL 62095-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #5573 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.,

(L X s Vi 7-J47 92,
Signature Date
N/-://\_; A }_.: . 5?72"5_-_;,/ '
Occupation ’ Employer

I understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

- - o e~ e R R P M

Scott R. Parsons
2314 Wilson St.
Durham,, NC 27705-

YES, I want io redesignate my contribution to the Geacral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1007 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
Geoera} Election Legal and A ting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Q / 2> / ‘7)2.-
Signature Date v v
Occupation Employer

6024

1 understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request = refund of this amount.



YES, I want to m;‘y contribution o the General Election Ll
- Fund. . : .. oL P .
My contribution of check #4350 in the emount of $1,000.00, deposited on 9/1/92, should be redesignated
to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below. - :

-

s gl e

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, I may request a refund of this smouat.

T T PR e T e S T T g e e o—rd
e e s e
¥
o . " . . .

: Fund YES, I want to redesignate my ccatributioa to the General Election Legal and Accourting Complizace
i '
Q: My contribution of check #203 in the amount of $500.00, deposited on 9/1/92, should be redesignated to
!‘: the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
I3 o

¢ Signature Date
i

£
K

Occupation Employer
1 understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Margaret Parker @ M y/ls. ka )/.A-s. 2/- yN"'

:::130 Highland Woods L ootimisa dedica D cad widdow,
pel Hill, NC 27514- V. /

% e, We  Pdirs ars alf bel,
YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Légal and Accounting Compliance Fund. }’%

My contribution of check #11248 in the amount of § 500.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the /¢ fﬂ
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Wanpars¥ P Funkir _7/z3/0a

Signature ‘
mﬁé‘fuﬁ&/ — Ei«é éf'm%u . m;?{:;:{f_g &uz,lf ﬂm‘gf Conmeor/

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

. __ | o BU2S

AT
e



U

Fred E. House |
s @ ®

YES, I want to redesignste my cootribution to the Geperal Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2266 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited oa 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the
Genenal Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod. My signature appears below.

P 2T P
(02

Employers_

Date

T ” S T T e e

7 —— i

5 Martha Parrott
53 Serenada Lane
Shawnee, OK 74801-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1319 in the amount of § 30.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Haitll Bt 9.23-92

M.:ﬂ ‘L;?ﬂ " ":“ &" " ..."i

Signature ) Date
QU 7y ConTlol. TECHY(CIAN MATIONAL  SThndALDd Co.
Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

o —v.:;i;;';‘";’.-

Pearl F. Daniel
P.O. Box 939
Marshall, AR 72650-

YES. | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1111 in the amount of § 155.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

ol R e il Fas /7 7
Sigms | e 7] 77
@'xw( o

0c§paﬁon N Employer 6026

I understand that if [ choose pot to redesignate my contribution, ] may request a refund of this amount.
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vEs, lwmttomduiﬁm““ “:'“mu-auﬂwuawwmmwrm

“'?‘-W-'Hrmm:,—,-# SNBSS

'Mymmofebukmmmm;‘ poum Of $ *10.00, mumwzsm.mmugedwmumhe

GMMIANMWWMFM Myngnatumappeanbelow

Lo s Wil Septenies 271972
Signature | Y - Date

“Teacker oL cefr Cope Uit $-40
Occupation Employer /oo in). G rove

=, I7iteeesy bz—%;
1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

A 3 A

b

Stephen H. Hanna
3205 South 51 St.
Fort Smith, AR 72903-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #3746 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

M'\Bﬂw 9-93-9a

Signaturd Date

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Robert Clemenz
4011 Laurel Street
New OQrleans, LA 70115-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1304 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Complmncc Fund. My signature appears | below.

WOZL,,/ o 9.23.92

Signature Date

vn
Occupation Employer

Iundersundnth:tiflchoosenottomdesim!emyconuibmim,tyreqwstnreﬁmdofthisamount,

6027
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Charles L. Cranford . e ,
1023 S. Church St. Apt. C
Asheboro, NC -27203-

@ I want 1o redesignate my cootribution to the Gene;al -Election Legal and Aecnunling Compliance Fuad.

My contribution of check #9246 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be mdmgnated to lhe
General Election Legal and Accousting Comphance Fund. My signature appears below.

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

it
= an
ke Shea Crain
T 517 Hawthome
] Fayetteville, AR 72701-
-3
B YES, 1 want 1o redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
!*; My contribution of check #7715 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
= General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
&

R R ST

(qm&#xelm~—/ -22-9>

= 0 G G‘U r\u_uolf E&{&\%’ -’Q) (@L(\—mkug.(ﬁ

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request 2 refund of this amount.

Frances O. Nixon
44 Robinwood Dr.
Little Rock, AR 72207-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fund.

My coatribution of check #976 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Aooounlmg Compliance Fund. My s:gmnire sppears below. -

%@zﬁéd ) }/mev ‘5’7//2— ’7‘/9 2

Signature Date

9y ‘
Occupation Employer 6028

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.




G . Sherman

= 2Box 31D ‘\' R s-ox ARETET Sres
: Bnnk! . AR .72021- . o el VT T et
= - °Y et D S NI A oo - )k_k a».'-'—*:;-i}.-. W
- YI-:S I want to mdesxgmtc my contnbuuonb the Genenl Elecuon Legal and Amounung Comphanee Pund 7 “als
My contribution of check foash i the amouat of §_ ~=s 00, deposited on 08/27/92, muw be Ledmgmted lo ge” T
Sy
Genenl Elect:f:n Legal and Aeoou:mng Complmnce Fiind. My s:gnature appears below. Yoo T
- o - . - ‘t‘.\.‘
P
._{S_Pz 5444/ c/
Occupation : -
I understand thal"ifl choose not to redesignate my contribution, T may request a refund of this amount.
5 Bobby L. Padgeit, IT
i 43 Beech Ct.
i Littleton, NC 27850-
s YES, | want io redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
i‘ My contribution of check #629 in the amount of $§ 10.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
' Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
7 74 j*uz p
L -2 3 "'7 <
Slgnamr?r Date
0 gt Sedor Tutl f]
Occupation Employer
I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance

Fund.

My contribution of check #13269 in the amcunt of $1,000.00, deposited on 9/1/92, shouldberedesignatad
to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears

¢17/ 7/’6 fL :

ﬂ/zﬁm fKetst - [ ...

Employer
Iwwlflmwwmmmyconuibmion.lmywqtmarefundofthisummt.

Lovte C. Slav . 8029




313 Elosnor ) ’ . ‘

Atlsata, TX 75551- _ S g S
YES, 1 wint to redesigoate my contribution 10 the General Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund.

My contribation of check #3709 in the smount of $ 50.00, deposited cn 09A12/972, should be redesignated to the
General Election mdAmangComplmFmd My sigoature appears below.

08252
W‘ﬂ; 1ot $ei—

Employer
1 understand that if I chooss not to redesignste my contributioa, I may request & refund of this amount.

5

- Charles Cariton Cldhsm

M 4521 Fox Run Rd

> Louisville, KY 40207-

i
2 YES, I want to redesignate my contribution 1o the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

¥

=3 My contribution of check #0368 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited oa 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
z Gcnenl Election Lega! and Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature appears below.

o

__&fu_l*iiil———-

Date

————

; o
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Ezra T. Keathley
8523 West 34th
Little Rock, AR 72204~

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accountitg Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #0432 in the smount of $ 60.00, deposited on 08/24/92, s%mﬂdbendmgmtedwthe i
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

92551 6030

(]

S

Si

W oW

Qecupation

Imdamudthniﬂ&mnummdaﬁmhuymmihﬁm,lmquuamﬁmﬂofﬁhw



R 6T
A

Timothy D. Sublett
5900 NW Red Haw Lane o
Platte Woods,, MO 64151-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

Mycmuimﬁonofcheckm%mmewﬁs 1006 deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
MMWNM&;WFW My signature appears below.

I understand that if I choose not 36 redesignate gy contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

i m ..‘.g‘f .

i K R N

Gene Winters
3313 Adams
Independence, MO 64055-

YES, I want to redesigrate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #1535 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounung Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

e ——

s, 2 y I - .'__’-‘ R -
i PR I A //-'ff; 4 PR Se- I U7 T
Signature Date

Do . - ot man e '_'_":' __.-",.'-:.’_- e - VRS R
Occupatlon Employer

| understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request & refund of this amount.

L A b B G e e T e w e e e e e T et T i e "o e T e T PR~ /S Sy e S

Joseph W. Janson

4831 Jarboe St.

Kansas City, MO 64112-

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1264 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesigoated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

WLWW M 99
NAs s Lae L0

Iunde:standl-hatifldloosenolmmdesignalemy contribution, I may request a refuad of this amousnt.

Occupation Enployer

6031




Bl 2 Y

Forrest W. Heasley .
1700 . Jersey . . . .

Muncie,, IN 47302-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #203 in the amount of $ 40,00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appesss below.

Fevneat W gé.mﬁa. (2592

Signature

Bﬁgm

Occupation

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

i
+
l"‘:_b: e S R R S
i
E Thomas M. Sheehan
¥ 19054 Fremont Avenue N
7 Seattle, WA 98133-
1 . _ . . .
. YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
i‘z My contribution of check #5392 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
"f General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
) fay |
3 Aene ). Jyoha Tlay (77
Signature Date o
O
"t { ry 1 ” .
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if ] choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

e o — e

Edward C. Hamitton-TTEE
5440 NO QOcean Drive
Rivera Beach, FL 33404-2530

YES. [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #104 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

P -

éﬂﬁﬁ:@ {@,CPM RS e P Rl -F 2

Signature Date

ﬁ CTrACLED
Occupation Employer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount. 6032



Marilyn H. Symoads : . )
101 Brairwood o D . P
Stepheaville,, TX 76(01- : T .' o ) = L -

i YESlmwmdmmaymmbuhmw&chmewmhﬂmdAmeFmd
Myeonmbuuonofchwkﬂoismthenmmafs 100.00, kpoawdonﬂﬂmm should be redaumledtolbe
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Complisace Fuod. My signature appears below.
M.a.a.h.fu_ﬂ_éti.mcu;;___ q-%-9.
Signature Dats
Occupaffon Employer
I understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, I may request & refund of this amount,
=3
5 Fél PR~ AR e =
= Mrs. Kelroy Chadwick
P 2924 Harlanwood Dr.
}{; Fort Worth, TX 76109-
3
; YES. 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad.
e
= My contribution of check #4718 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 09/08/92, should be redesignated to the
; General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
s
D e,
/)’VLo LL}'\,M[ Zld,ﬁmzj" ‘?-—3.5”?‘2’
’ Slgnature i Date
K:\_,_.ﬁ«... io,"!-i.,(_; f}t-»y—é;.%n/ﬂ S.ﬂ-—k)lf
Occupation Employer i
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amouant.

-
—— -

» w

Eamon T. 0 Sullivan

34 Tacoma St.

Springfield,, MA 01104~

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2322 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
General Eleth:on Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod. My signature appears below.

w&“ _XQQ&-;{ Y lg9
2?2;“§3M;~ QQ&%WLQ é%nwuﬂm hkusjqulglgmsﬁuv
Occupation Employer

6033

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request s refund of this amount.



—a

o o

Michael D. Haney i
924 Roaring Springs Road o )

Fort Worth, TX 76114-

YES, I want to redesignate my contributio? to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1042 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fund. My sigoature appears below.
%Wﬂb Al«% 0 e, /952

‘Signature Date
ExecyTive | Elecren Cany Auts mtTron
Occupation Employer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignzte my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

»r-f
i
I
5 E 3 — e g s .:s-.-‘- T S yl,":::-l' Y
®
Tom Chancellor
i 2932 6th Avenue
‘.-.;! Fert Worth, TX 76110-
£
o+ YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Comapliance Fund.
:z My contribution of check #1583 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
- General Election Legal and Accountigg Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Signature; iy /;’/ Date J

Occupation Employer /

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

A e = o w a7

Josef Nathanson

124 W, Lafayette Avenue

Baltimore, MD 21217-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4969 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Y2572

‘ D:
_ 122034 BaerisalE HETIO/ 06/ Y Copu
e oMy Eewos 6034

Iundusuud-tlminchomnotaomdsimmymm'baﬁon.lmymunﬁnﬂoﬂﬁnmt.




Awed

i

9D O .

Denise F. Timmons o . . S T
434 N. 27 St _ o
Fort Smith, AR 72904~ LR : S Tes

m.:mmwmmyMummmmﬂmﬁuwmsm‘

My cootsibution of check #126 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 05/04/92, should be redesigasted 1o the
General Election Legal and Accouating Complisnce Fund. My signsture appears below.

Koreons P Crnreavun q. 2. 92
Sigoature Date

I Lvg s
Occupation Employer

e e magrees 2
—— e e e e i ey eyt eetirmrae L CIREI - I g W
- m——r——————— . S L et Y, e, i g

William B. Karstetter
2007 S. Glasford Blvd.
Glasford, IL. 61533-

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #5321 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accouating Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

Willbin B Kanaddtic mesqu’

Signature . Date

7

= RES osinas @R

Employer
sTAL {._C:ruw $%:c7
h_i{ 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Bebdlag GO S:éé/g@&ﬁ.s&

AA

Emest M. Stolberg

902 Barcbranch Ct.

Baltimore, MD 21208-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution o the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of check #2698 in the amount of $§ 10.00, deposited oa 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fupd. My signature appears below.

Ve oo

8035

Imdamd:huifldmou to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this emount.



Lila W. Stewsit ' .
212 Robbizs Rd. o ° oL i
Now Albany, MS 38652- - .

YES. ] wiat to redesignate my contribution to the Geperal MWMMWMFM

My coutribution of chack #2319 in the smoust of $ ZS.W.WmMMbmwm
Geseral Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature appesrs below.

s;é: W, S mz...w-n, .
ekt [Cvrnantn Ll 2.4, Cot foke
Occupation  / Employer ‘ _

I understand that if I choose a0t to redesignate my contributioa, I may request 8 refund of this amount.

_ v Tp—— v
PR e S N 3._.___.-...&;»-»-_-..-_,.5_.E....'. PR b T ettt sy
- e S T - - *

J;ﬁ “‘.:'.'1! " ﬁ:“ l{.,ﬁ w :‘I N o

Danielle Nyman

619 Jones Road

Eaglewood, NJ 07631-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #207 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesigmated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

(D»-—N/Q—QZ MM»—\ ?II‘S_HL;:

Signature ] Date
"L&MLD/ xVA-:-’ﬂ/ G ‘ e""‘\ s ZG/(] fL S
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request 2 refund of this amount.

Johanna M. Gregersen

8191 Warren Blvd.

Center Line, MI 48015-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Genersl Election Legal and Accouanting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #3088 in the amount of $§ 25.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

24

Date

Occupation Employer bt3IhH
lnnde:md;huiﬂchoosenottomd&signmmyconuibuﬁm.lmyrequestamﬁmdafd:isamunl.




i A @ @
Oskland, CA 94606-

YES, ! wazst to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Lagal and Accounting Compliancs Fund.

My coatributicn of check #454 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 05/04/92, should be redesignated o the
General Electior: Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund, My signature appears below.

eolec:

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may reques: 2 refund of this amount.

]

¥

: Thomas L. Clark f- Gmmers R . Clacsdr J’ffl//%,gfw

©

5 =L
S.: &li:u?n. TX 78155- ”ﬁi #:;’/ /W

:3: YES, 1 want to redesignate my contributién to the Gen:’n! Election Legal and ting
o My contribution of check #4196 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the -
j: General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
i
IR
oo K Cla.Ah G- 23 - P2
Signature Date
Cdoid T o Canens — -
Occupation Employer

l.undersiand-ihat-ifi-ehcose-not-toredesighite my contribution-1-may-request a refund-of this-amount.™—

James M. Sczaggs
2519 Forest Home Rd. Unit 23

Jonesboro, AR 72401-
YES, [ want to redesignaie my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #3486 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignsated to the
Geaeral Eiection Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. . My sigpature appglrs_below.

C .
u?fn Q\W @ -26 -F &—
, N

Date

r
\

)

\‘\._—
Re77R= D
Occupation

Employer $037

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignste my coniribution, | may request a refund of this amount.



Daniel M. Patlotia .. A _
1318 N Maasfield Ave #303 : .. Q N
Hollywood,, CA. 90028 , -

YES, 1 want to redesignnte my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fund.

Myconmbtmanofcheckﬂzumﬂnammtofs 20.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
ing Complisnce Fund. My signature appears below.

E 09 -24 -9
Signature - Date
Yo Raisme  Conou cTn7 q%
Employer

—

Occupation
I understand that if [ choose ot to redesignate my contributioa, I may request a refund of this amaunt.

.
iy
- e
.H" ]
N Dorothy M. Dixon
I § Silver Spring Rd.
i3 Rolling Hills Estate, CA 90274-
4
i YES, | want to rzdesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
¥
i My contribution of check #3427 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated 10 the
5 General Eiection Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
T
i
. 23 /992
Date /
/wf’w.d{q /L ﬂ/'/!-(*-f/ ‘52,5(@,
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

b e

Patrick DeBacker
1455 N. Pnderosa Ave.
Brea, CA 92621-

YES, [ want to redesigrate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #1084 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

4/2 7/5"/

Si A Date
e HREN_ 7—%;4/5 D /-- Fellpl~ | CA-
Qccupation

Employer
6033

1 understand that if I choose not o redesignate my coatribution, I may reques: a refund of this amount.




]

Charlotte Sheerer o ) o T
11666 Mountana #303 CewlIoo

YES, | want to redesignate my cootribution (0 the General Election Legal snd Accounting Compliance Fund.

My cootribution of check #360 in the amount of 3 $0.00, deposited on 08/26/92, shouid be redesignated 1o the

General Election Legal asd Accounting Complisace Fund. My sigosivrs sppears below.

Employer

1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.
Ex
&1
M
i — T —
- - oy, b e e 6 PR -,
3 Joba L. Hogg
o 3550 Wilshire Blvd. Ste. 1250
iy Los Angeles,, CA 90010-2413

&
g YES, I want 10 redesigpate my contribution 1o the General Electica Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
!'i My contribution of check #1502 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
T Geaeral Election Legal and Accozantmg Complizace Fund. My signsiure appesrs below.
>
;)___ 7 g/‘__ [ g W—
Signature g : Date
Qccupation Employer

Iummmtaflchmwwmdeymkibuﬁun,lmy request 2 refend of this amount.

SIITTIE T ETRELIET ; P P

Sbeala'l( Davis
7913 Vantage Ave,
North Hollywood, CA 91605- 24 /f

YES. | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #6413 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposuted on 08/21/92, should be redesngnaled to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. . -

Ju@. el }gﬁw i/-’“f/@» 839

Slgnlture Date
_J,_gQL_Lme Legsd Seryi
Occupstion [/ Employer

1 understand that if I choose ot io redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amouant.



LECTN NS @

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution 10 the Geaera! Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of check #298 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
Genenal Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

Ranein Dmehent il 2] /IR

Sigoature //

Aitred Tenedee wﬂq >
- Qccupation Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

=
i
[l . —
kal
= Gregory M. Cooper
¥ 17 Fairview Ave. #4
iy South Orange, NJ 07079-
I
& YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fued.
-
= My coatribution of check #260 in the amount of $§  10.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesigmated to the
& General Election Legal and Accouating Compliance Fuad. My signature appears below.
& 9/23] 92—
Signatu Date
. 3 N . o e
fssismaot Unnearentinew S Kranir Am;fu A HEINSUaAE
Occupation Empioyer
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
:_‘__-___=-‘.._g e e e .~
Frank Miller
6657 Emmet Terrace

Los Angeles, CA 90068-
YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod.
My contribution of check #1231 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund, My signature sppears below.

P N, W qlfatf/@g._

- -

Signature P Date ‘
cAeTooMNIS T SELF

I understand sbat if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



R

Vivian G. Read . : ‘ o

15650 Regal Hill
Daliss, TX 75248-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my coetribution 10 the General Election Lagal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My cootributioa of check #3752 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited ca 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod. My signature sppears below.

Z:;:==,‘ , ﬁggd 7/ae [oa__

Signature
Occupation
Ty lmduﬂmdtha!:f!choounoﬂaﬂmgmtcmycoambmmlmqumamﬁmdofthsamm:.
L
4
4
_E e e e e
rr;
g Erjika Von Deutsch
] 65 Fraser Dr.
s Walnut Creek. CA 94596-
:% YES, | want 10 redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
5 My contribution of check #1623 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
%ﬁ General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Snda e Do daS, 9-33-92

Signature Date

[ T /th"; ,"‘:r’f"ﬂu—v.j“ : : r-\/
Occupation ! Employer '

I understand that if I cheose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

i o

h
‘t
*‘

Rt e

Mazrlene Griffith
25 Swonewal!l Rd.
Berkeley, CA 94705-

YES, 1 want 10 redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal asd Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1358 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be mdmgna&ed to the _
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

6041

Uy —
Date

Occupation - Empiloyer
1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.




Beity J. Norman - -

4250 N. Marine Dr. o 0

Chicago, IL 60613- )

YES, T want to redesignate my contribution 1o the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution: of check #3482 in the amount of $§ 25.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal sad Accousting Complisnce Fund. My signature sppears below.

I
Ry
M
e R R T s o i SRR O 2
&
" L Myers L uc."’r‘\'{
= 266 Maerion Rd. MQ_F\QY] .
" Dover, DE 19901- 3 32 §
:jz YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
:’ My contribution of check #CASH in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
o General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signarre appears below.
i:h

w\mi-,;-ttz T‘f\»QM 1.\'\ WQL

Signature
Covnnle \‘-\ (\ino:»ﬂp;un \21 2 m\u‘!" u‘(
Occupation Emp!oyer '

{ understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Eugene Cotton

S050 S. Lake Shore Dr. #2314

Chicago,, IL 60615-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coptribution of check #906 in the amount of $ 25,00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
Geoeral Elecuon Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signatire appears below.

Eoprs Ot Yo4/72

Signature 7 Date
Lrpn Sotf - 02
Occupation  © Employer ¥

I understand-that if | choose pot to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.



N

o]

 Thomas W. Murmay

3615 Woodbavea Ct. » o
Woodbridge,. VA 22192- -

YES,IwanttomdesignnemyeonﬁbuﬁmtolheGmetﬂEhcﬁml&ﬂdmdAmmﬁngCowﬁwFund.

My cootribution of check #1266 in the amount of § 50,00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Complizance Fund. My siguature appears below.

Signature

Occupation 5

%

P T 1

5

FLp—

" R ——— =

Diane B. Greenlez
4115 N. 34th Street
Arlington, VA 22207-

YES, I want te redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Comgpliance Fund.

My contribution of ¢check #3039 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated 10 the
General Elecuon Legal and Accounting Comphance Fund. My signature appears below.

4 ul 7 _ Ci‘z‘f[ {2
M oM Mo, ka@S

Occupation Employer !

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

H

e ——

Ann M. Stirling

664 Old Plantation Road

Charleston, SC 29412-

YES, I want to redesigaate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #729 in the amount of $ $00.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
Election L2gal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Alzdaz.

ﬁj@&@ = 8043
Occupation

‘ Ewmployer \
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

e - e e 7 e i T A g il e W, e T, S o =



St d

Fred Gusz . ‘ o
Box 31 o

West Chester, PA  19381-
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Efection Legat and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #263 in the amount of $  5.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounifig Complisnce Fund. My signature uppears below,

ey G~ 2t -2
i - NerSom bl o

Occupation Empl e

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contsibution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

..Zﬂ' " 1

T
Ak

]
el

‘T:-y J‘f:.“;" " ﬂf( ‘k"# w

Jotn M. Hogg
537 Madison St.
Albany, CA 94706-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #0753 in the amouat of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the

Jon D. Peterson
4142 Reinbardt Dr, (510)
Qakland, CA 94619-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compiiance Fund.

My coutribution of check #3104 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election 1egal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

7
Date *
?% d bf:('k ,3'_/’ &béﬂ-
Occupation r Employer 604 i |

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.

Signature




George E. Crane ’ : 0
1852 Bret Harte St. )
Palo Alto, CA 94303-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #3222 in the amount of $ 250.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaneral Election Lepal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

e

H
3

Anne 5. Dantzig
821 Tolman Dr.
Stanford, CA 94305-

ol YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad.
=
s My contribution of check #4458 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
& General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
. [ - aa
U i.‘idc:.w‘t.:._a /j;,rl‘)' 25» /1743
Signature Y § Date

- M
iy ¢ WU PN S

Occupation

Employer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.

- [
- ——— -

Jane E. Heller
$705 Holton Ln.
Temple Hills, MD 20748-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the Geoeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund,

My contribution of check #0235 in the amount of $ 33.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
~ - General Election Legal and A<(mu\ting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

« ~
e C NLlenr ‘_fr/w’/ T2 ons

Signal'urc Date
J(IrnShd €T n inﬁ@? _EOh B GreceriwG T
Occupation Employer 17, YR / mo .

-

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
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1006 Krameria Street

Deaver, CO 8022046319 o ‘ . ) .

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the Genersl Election Legal and Accounting Complisace Fund.

My contribution of check #2359 in the smount of $ 20.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
Genenal Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund, My signature appears below.

Sholols. H- LD Goud. 23 1972
Signature Date /
Occupation / ’;wﬁA

I understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

W :.; Dzvod M.Cohen
A 140 N. Las Palmas
o Las Angeles,, CA 90004-
:: YES, [ want to sedesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
2 My contributiop of check #4626 in the amount of $1000.00, deposited oa 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
.: Geaeral Elegfion Legal apd Accounting Compliznce Fund. My signature appears below.
& Z
o b 522 %/-
7 7 B
i
(A Az s =V
Occupation ‘ Employer I//
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatsibution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
- —— AT —— s =

James L. Davis

P. O. Boz 9452 Elmora Station

Elizabeth,, NJ 07202-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #1099 in the amount of §  5.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
Gencral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

_ 9-24-72 6046

_< e AR Wore ool frc,, Elis bt M.
Occupation v Employer
1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.
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4T2) Giffoed ® @
4720 Gifford Blvd. AR A
Crlando, FL. 3282i- '

YES, 1 want 10 redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coutribution of check #1315 in the amount of 3 10.00, depaosited on 09/02/92, shauld be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

_ra.a AT | g /ag‘j/? 1+

Signature Date
Occupation Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

Kathy H. Groth

2108 S. Joliet Ct.

Aurora, CO 80014

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #3771 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesiguated o the
General Eleclion Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Signafure 7 Q/’M Date )éf of?// /j"?Z
Apenee s 1 Z

Occupation /’

ettty

1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amouat.

David C. Nelson
855 Hamilton Ave.
Palo Alto, CA 94301-

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the Geners! Election Legs! aad Accouating Compliance Fund.

My costribution of check #820 in the amoust of § 75.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignsted to the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Complisace Fund. My signature appears below.,

Q\@liﬂg-w& ‘?/{A‘? / g A
Signature Date - i
{ ;féﬁlm\ i | 6047 |
Occupation Employer

I understand that if [ choose pot to redesignate my contribution, I may request 3 refund of this amount.




Doasa M. Pedose . ‘
BS Yorkville MNR. e ’ .
Yorkville, NY 13495-

YES., | want to redesignate my contribution t0 the Geaeral Election Legal snd Accounting Complisnce Fund.

My costribution of check #3318 i the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated 10 the
MMW“AWWF@ My sigostuce appears below.

Mﬂbjyz) @“&u} , A 2d [9F2)

Bt stz Lo 0 Ao, I,

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my coatribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Richard P. Crisa

17701 S. Avalon Bivd, #190

Carson, CA 90746-

YES, I want to redesignate my comntribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Comphance Fund.

My contnbution of check #843 1n the amount of §  25.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
General Elecuon Logal and Accounting Compliance Fuad. My signature appears below.

/K&J g G- 9.23-9
N Ad st rae _— ACLJ-;ZZZ" Tte Bondi,

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

Lyane H. Dotsoa

$6 Los Altos Ave.

Los Altos, CA 940212-

YES, | want to redesignate my costritution to the General Elecuon Legal sad Accountiny Compliznce Fund.

. My contribution of check #5329 tn the amount of $ 30.00. deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
‘Genera! Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

% xd-f M%f/f)

Signatdre
/{(//I/ 40#/47&)'7'?4—7'&!0 \/f"»f,vﬁp,{o ﬂ,‘/,/ 6043
Occupation 7 Eamlofer

-

] understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



Phyllis Evans
1901 Atlanta
Fort Smith, AR 7290} -

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check # in the amount of § 300.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the General
Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

- 9-9% 99

Signature Date

el

Occupation Employer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

6042
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P Jim W. Holes | JQ . Q K

Eaumclaw, WA 98022-

—

YES, [ want to mdmgnau my mmMmmtheGenuﬂ Elecuonlggal and Accountmg Ccmphnnce Fund

Myeonmmofchmkl‘s‘.iﬂm&emwfs 5000 deposmdonw:'mm shouldberedmgutadtothn
Gmﬂﬂmmmwmmﬁmb‘m My signature appears befow.

Occupatiod Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

e e s —— oo ==
E

i Simon S. Davidson

5 8707 143rd Ave Ct. E

F:; Puyallup, WA 98372-

,; YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

]

= My contribution of check #1023 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

o : . .
72 AN hﬂ/\%m rod DS S

" Signature Date
‘ S, . A ~
Ql‘}—: A~ fk ~ QE—‘TL?ED A'\’) GH(':'-_‘{ \f,(ﬁﬂ? t
Occupation Employer Q_,‘ﬂ

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

Todd E. Morrow

6221 Second Dr. SE

Everett, WA 98203- £050
!

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.’

My contribution of check #1970 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Electiol Legal- nd Accounting Compliance Fund. My signa appears below,

Signamr,(c) "F Daj LC>‘L{ ql A
| i) / ol Suhmoh LOum)y 1)\»&)

Occupation Employer | -

I uaderstand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, I may request B refund of this amount.

Y
PR L
L L2,

Y L
L



Bestrice Kabler .

6442 Chevy Chase Avegue @D - d’

Dallas, TX 75225- R

YES, I want to redesiguate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #547 in the amount of $§ 30.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignsted to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Goitee Lattls _ g fs

Signature

Occupation Employer

¥ understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

e . Y T ra—

Lawrence Schroeder
2048 Briar Hiil
Schaumburg, IL. 60194-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #224 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated o the
ral counting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Genperal Election Lega! and
g- 4751 2

Signature Date
Lemree (AGHEL (S fd_(ﬂ?[, Serves
Occupation Employer

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Dougals L. Moore
3327 -25th Ave. S.
Seattle, WA 08144-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1419 in the amount of § 100.00, depasited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below

fg%ﬁ_f?%or« ?—-26 ;-,__

-

Date

-F@L[}’cq’.

Occupatiop Employer

6051

1 understand 4hat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refucd of this amouat.
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Charles A. Ferry

1008 E. Redfield Rd. e ) . .

Tempe, AZ. 85283- ~

YES, | want. to redesignate my centribution to the General Election Lzgal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #5649 in the amount of $ 40.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be ﬁd%ignated to the
General Election Legal 2nd Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

WmﬁM '

Occupation” ' Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not 1o redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

—Y . o e e e TR R S e 2 St

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1790 in the amount of 3 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the

5

=

- Lecna N. Miller

L 1037 S. Scallop Dr.

ol Gilbert, AZ 85234-

»:i.

=

: General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
i

é .. ‘ZZ 7 7 25~ ge_
Signature Date

7 T

Occupation Employer

[ understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Alex C. Schumacher
8300 Skillman NO 210
Dallas, TX 75231-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #0646 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. e =

@«//W -5 -52

Signature - Date

foloyet CLA Ernad 1

Gccupation _ Employer U W ’ EG 5 iy

I understand t.fuat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, { may request a refund of this amount.

T e e e i G T———. A



AN

ol

Won Gin Ng . 0
6305 Mirror Lake Drive
Los Angeles, CA -50068- L T

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2094 in the amount of $ 50.00, depesited on 08/21/92, sbould be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliaace Fund. My signature appears below.

ldomr e Ry _ Ktk 28, /952

Signature Date

ool el tere HSe
Occupation Empioyer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

o .,:ﬁ.

!

e Bkl

‘E"FE ”'T?:H it g‘:ﬂ &'ﬁ" "

E— N I RN

et G. cramer —> . B, mew address!—> Emfs'f & Cyamer”
1ay R \2 Y ST, Apl-1050
i Dinsh

YES, I want to redesignale my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #830 in the amount of § 30.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

(Snest [amer Lt 257/972

Signature Date
refircd —
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Wi nd eyl L i T dim i

Bemard Kostetsky
1613 Hillwood Drive

Mesquite, TX 75149-
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #5762 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redwngmtad to the
Geperal Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appeats below. -

I understand that if I choose sot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

6053
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Ada Hollix , <
1015 E. 78th St. : o : : 0

Los Angeles, CA 90001- . .
YES, I waat to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legul and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check # in the smount of § 50.00, deposited on 09/08/92, should be redesignated to the General
Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

M M 199 2
Date ‘

Signature
’TIOVu&aaﬁaagzuiaéz_. _Relied -
Qccupation Employer

I understand that if I choose oot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

i ." f..

et

s}

o Hfi??' ® “_.“ ﬂ"ﬁ‘ P k:‘ii‘

George Haydel
1582 W. 46th St.
Los Angeles, CA 90062-

YES. | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund,

My contribution of check #3381 in the amount of § 25.00, depaosited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

Ao = /955

“Signature Date

ZZ[ /’(,;0_/ WC@.—_/,&_’/‘ %—/{,ﬂé;};\

Cccupation Brploy:r a P

I understand that it | choose pot to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

Earl Siegel

2748 Anchor Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90064-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4635 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal unting Compliance Fund. My signatysg appears below,

ZM wq,e/g 7 ber 25 199
Signature Date

T L 4¢ /
Occupation Employer

6051

I understand that if I choose not to -mdesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



. Gregory A. Dobie ' e . -
816 N. Hayworth Ave. #1 :
Los Angeles,, CA $0046- :

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of check #0849 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
‘ - )
C“rbn . ﬂ(ﬁ» C'-’_—"‘?) - 7L
Signﬂ% / / YT Date
Folt [ Feof o (A Gty Prsn £ At/
Occupation 7 Emgloyer L, 6; J f—f é,[ JJS‘fh'c /__,
I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
¥
= Helen Hoskis
; elen Hoskins
" 5454 Arlington Rd.
Ejj Jacksopville, FL. 32211-
Ny
AH YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
[
F My contribution of check #184-K in the amount of $ 30.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
Kd Geuoeral Election Legal and Accouating Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
7 Helin. 8 Flonaks
T . oA st _JegFas; 1994
Signature Date - 4
N

Pisne Peaches _og
Occupation Employer

AL Le Pergw! TH 4 AEN ChEC 4, wo. M1-202, ,f_yoe_:, Forn VIF
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may requeést a refund of this amount.
st P LAME FONS. Wim. O N vniner, COMmPOLIRSIXNINILILS,

FELh FmrieyFd, e 24 177

- vt —— ———

- — T o =
s =

Robert M. Nied
2348 Smullian Tr. N.
Jacksoaville,, FL 32217-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #8098 in the amount of $ 150.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.,

| Simammgﬁ _  Shuses—
Nt o

Occupafion Employer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request 2 refund of this amount. 6 055



e,

5353 W 3nd St

William Phelps o
Los An‘elsn CA 90020- -

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #954 in the amount of § 250.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

QQ&W@( a‘/z{' 7 2~

Signature Date .
‘Q,;Q,,M @ L&".\)L\a'\'hért L &Ltoc)[
Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

[~
&-—w‘ - rop—— —— — W
saﬁ; ————— e
¢ Howard G. Perry
s 6029 Carlton Way
,j; Los Angeles, CA 90028-
i YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
?: My contnbution of check #162 in the amount of $§ 25.00, deposited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the
!==-: General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
: > G_ v g 7

T ST
Stgoature ‘”%__%,_
/PP | c. 0/

Okcupation Empioyer

I understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.

N
#-

Laura Owen
11357 Waterford St.
Los Angeles, CA 90049-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2349 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

 Naws Do, A/

Signature Dale
Peda t /}/L;(L | E{/qemq onla Nonea,, CA
Occupation Employer/

6055

1 undesstand that if | choose pot to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amouat.



M= & mirs. D whiw e E LI

ille, AR 72701-2106
YES, 1 waat to redesiguate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fuad.

My contribution of check #4055 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

DYy ofer/72

Signature Date
A‘”‘.’(":f}/ ’Iﬂfa':l . L(rl-" ‘F /,’/(’
Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount,

Eileen Mary Dargen
1 Sueca Piace
Hot Springs Village, AR 71909-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the Genera! Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #959 in the amount of § 5.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

ks

P Sﬂ %WU@J Aol 72 1992~
Signature ([« Date // -

7} 7"
' / [f:ff 10 / 2/ ),{_,
Occupation Employer

‘ —E———————r——r————— .

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.

John 8. Denney, Jr.
P.O. Box 22865
Little Rock, AR 72221-

YES, I want to redesigpate my conlributiw the Gieneral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

Ao 7—"‘* -
My contribution of check #1189 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Ol ey 2 21/

Date /

Occupation Employer

[#4]
-J.

1 understand fhat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount. 67
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Scherrey P. Cardwell
¥ 4907 Williams
b Lawton, OK 73505-

YES, | want 10 redesignate my contributjon to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

I My contributisn of check #3070 in the amount af § 20.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
z General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

% ACQQJ\MJW SeftCember 35‘, /992,

Sign:_nurc 5 Date
C.—;CLTE_GTE?"PRE)F ESSoR CAME ROA UN!UEC.S:T}/
Occupation Employer

| understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution. | may request a refund of this amount.

6053
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Frederick L. Strausbaugh ‘ .
RD 1 Box 1121

Spring Grove, PA 17362~ .
YES, I want (o redesignate my contribution o the Genera] Election Legal sad Accousting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of cbeck #195 in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on (8/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
;m__ P- 2592
Signature Date
QEFI1E grpRucse oS £9Rr L£RPmr EnT
Occupation Employer )
1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
i
.= ; ——
J-.; Mary E. Mulone
L 70 Westview Mar.
W York, PA 17404-
B
; YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
<
i My contribution of check #175 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
; General Election Legal and Aczounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Tean 2 )Z/u,q ZW LM/% 25 1992

Slgnature /) -’ Date
Occupauou Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Frances D. Hulett

2609 N.W. 46th St.

Oklahoma City, OK 73112-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Lagal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1357 in the smount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signaturs appears below.

@I M Vs Fepr log 2=
Date [ ' 4

Signature

Zg_/é‘aa/

Occupation Employer t05 9

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refupd of this amount.

e T st - e e A S A S ym o e am————



Morgaine Ni Dana

6609 B . A 9 T LT

Oaklsnd, CA 94505-

D L - . -t -, -
R

emkér /?7 /79’9-\

Date “

'Q_W“f?tﬂ f' =

Oecupauon Empioyer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

W .1“ St

1
H

o

PSR Ep

Craig Griffin
1074 Spruce St,
Berkeley, CA 94707-2(2.%

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribition of check #1313 in the amount of § 20.26, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
legtion Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

= ‘%{24] 92

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

®
5
-
o
L
- General
PR
e
faf

mﬁ\gy
QOccupation Employcr

EEE—— e e T - - -

—— o e - PR TT

Donald B. Moore
185 Knight Road
Gettysburg, PA

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #669 in the amount of § 50.00, deposued on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliancs Fund. My signature appears below.

_Mﬂ%mf—é— F-o¢ ~F2—

Signature Date

) 6060

Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.



Bemard H. Petrina 0
P. 0. Box 6309 . . - Lo . L e et

Hamisburg, PA 171 !2-

B . e L e
. e e e e e Ciiemewl o . e . . e = PR

YES, 1 want to redalgnne my comnbunon to lhe General Elecuon Legai md Accountmg Comph-nee Fund

- s TR

My contribution of check #876 in the amoum of S 25 00, deposued on 09/02/92, should be redesngnated to the
General Election Legal and Accoun pliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Ssgnamre ' Date Z gfq Z—
ﬂw(%%ﬂjzﬁgé mz &éﬁ %é%@é
Occupati Employer

i understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

R

r————————r - T AR~ S TR e Tt SRR LT . R . S i A it AT\ I
- - ‘-Gﬂh u mm.\—-r--——

e T e e et e e ——

David Scott Molloy

550 Usquepaugh Rd

West Kingston, R1 02892-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

& My contribution of check #2202 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
= General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

>,w/f07/7@@7 ﬂ 7-25-52-

S:g‘nature / Date

[ o ?//4'-@% "’/fﬁ,—.-{ 9’»@/

Occupation Employer

.I
[

1 understand that if | choose oot to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amoust.

|

Arlene M. Pershing
15098 Andover St.
San Leandro, CA 94579-

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1758 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below )

-T2t hn g G-z4-92

Slgnaturc Date
/@W{L U riobe) 4'{447&/. 6061
Occupation Employer

I understand tirat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



.
P T S e tBems e .. e omm s

TR oL T L e e

YES, Immmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmrm

- o n

My contribution of check #3433 in the sarsc of § 20.00, mummmm.muummmm
Mﬁmwmm‘wmrm My signature appesrs below.

.__42'0- C Abiohts "Dﬁgj/épf iy - )9 99

Signature

IR ptin)
Occupation Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribition, | may request a refund of this amount.

AL A A

w
-

N L

3y

e+ Tl M e NP e P PR " o PP~ S oS e -

Kathryn M. CHff

221 N. Royal Street

Alexandria, VA 22314-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1382 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

G O WV wls \aaa
Signature Date

Occupation Employer

I understand that if  choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

James H. Shelton
4141 N. Hendersoa Rd., No. 919
Arlington, VA 22203-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #462 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 09/03/92, shauld be redesignated to the
General Election L2gal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

&MW Mﬁ% Da‘? /j 2 ééjz q Z-: —
RoTo ol

Occupanon Employer

6052

1 understand that if I chooss not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.




OsaNomi - ®
1511 Rucker Ave

Everett, WA 98201- '
YES, [ want to redesignate my contribuition to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4922 in the amount of $ 35.00, deposatedon%ﬂlm. shouddbetedesigmsedtothe

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad. My signature f‘"
_@M@Ma«/ 4 C?z‘/

w LHE4

Chi

Escanaba, Ml 49329-

Signa A/
Occupation ) Employer /
1 understand that if 1 choose pot to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
o
33
M
™ - N e e T  ——
- B
AF Christal A. Peterson Sovirms A Focwrse
"y 516 Lake Shore Drive ... = N :
0
E

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #9630 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesxgnaed to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
Ij i ' b '_" __‘ ~~ - . A
AN F ol B I - By | -t I P ) "
Signature Date
. . ’ .' B ." . . Y
Occupation Emp!oyel;

T understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Joyce L. Padmore :
1430 S. Main St. L

Harrisonburg, VA 22801- C‘;‘C@D L—(—'LQ/ ‘
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2606 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Q\uc&_@%-p@dm 9-23-92 T 6063

Signan{F ! Date

Roe me ke L N1
Occupation Employér i "H\Q budi NES
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amouat. '\ed

T AM <nC|odt N = @qk:\_q.my@\ ‘\ﬂ\an\:s,
2~ C.‘\C\.\\Q& Chral 4o o Yeoan) F[_hfd OP“:!J _t GQ_QY-O,?.



Marilyn Dubassk -
9454 Usher Rosd o 3 (]
Olmsted Township, OH 44138-

YES, I want to redesignaie my eo-tnbuxson to the General Election Legﬁl and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check 0564 in the amount of $ 100 00 deposited op 09:‘01!92 should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

,#/mlf/llﬁ(jw Durnd PR/ 7o—

Si Date

g

Occupation - Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

= g T o
ORI PR TR R

m l’l—“ H“ﬁ' " :.Ji- ““;Ll -

=5l

o

prerap g ovp e ey g o mefervormpemg e e AP g e . 22 A SRR, > S

Windsor D. Campbell
1626 Shelter St., N.W.
Palm Bay, FL 32%07-

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #437 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on (9/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

. el '.‘-'f;"éfb-!d’. 274§ 1%
Signature Date
feccenspnr ( ﬁs.,. 252 figs Mept Liry Givie Sirdisa commistr, o]
Occupation Employer

! understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount,

Stewart Jaffe

2840 Wyndham Lane

Orlando, FL. 32808-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fued.

My contribution of check #9222 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

. 4 ———m %,;//ﬁ/ soé‘a

Occupation Employer
1 understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.




Richard A. Gridley ' ) . )
3079 Polly Rd. o SRR o o
Ravennz, OH 44266- . -

- YES, I want to redesignite my contribution to the Genera} Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of check #5876 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
AN M ?~3s-%
Signature Date
'D&Pﬁﬂtnefk 7P CLEVELAD  OMI0
Occupation Employer
1 understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
4
iz
¥
'P"i“m." L - . PPEC R & Sy = ey oy s, i b
1
4 Delene D. Perley
ﬁj 2629 Armstrong Drive
E Wooster, OH 44691-
a _: YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Eiection Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
wd
led My contribution of check #107 in the amouat of $ 20.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
: General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
Ry
7 »Q,o&* ﬁ\ﬂ—y 7 /’1- ¢/7 %
Signature Date
Occupation / Z Employer
I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
6065
Judith Gross (L ;77 ﬁ,w*
2248 Cardova Avenue 4 = P é‘k' ﬂ’ﬂ F‘(‘ ,LJ
Youngstown, OH 44504- - gr7 ot < F‘g 1 I
. .
i 7 & / "

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. .ot / ‘:de

My contribution of check #656 in the amount @eposiwd on 09/02/92, should be redesign: to thf ¢/}.

" General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signatura appears below.

Y. Y559 @"M Sewolembe 25 (992

Sighhture . Date
eretony =t Doy Aart 7 22/ ’f'-/s. S boiss Obric
Oecupanon L m e :;, (iz;/) L Employer 4‘/‘/ 7

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



Thelms R. Cantrell . e . i
Rt. !, Box 378 - _
Stafford, MO 65757- o - ce

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund,

My contribution of check #4530 in the amount of $§ 50.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

_Thede Cordlior M:za._ 22

Signature .
larrres Piptocss

Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
I
i3
4
F. A - e ~% L : | e ey e e e T v e e e e e
- L.V Withee
o, 748 Elling Dr
;; Manhattan, KS 66502~
; ; YES, I want to redesiguate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
3 My coatribution of check #2995 in the amount of $ 56.00. depesited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
; General Election Legal and Accounting Complisance Fund. My signature appears below.
L!‘ - T
N o e S D R LegZ >, 199~

i i Sl -—%-Z z
Sigoature Date 7
A 2 LMJL:,,;LL Fsee  faTivel
Occupatw,n7 Employer

I understand that if I choose pot to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

e — ————— T —— -t — ———

H Stewart Parker

1938 11th Ave. E

Seattle, WA 98102

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1021 in the amount of $1000.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignsted to the
- Geneml Election Legal and Accouating Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

M&:ﬂm_ 1-25-12

Signature Dats

Pees t Ceo /C_qixsé Geneties (0-_12 3 6066
Occupation Employer _

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
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Doasld E. Sharp .’-" Coe .

66 Avon Rd . e
Bronxville, NY 10708- ot

YES, I waat to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Cowpliance Fund.

My contribution of check #0938 in the 2mount of $1000.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounpmg Complizace Fund. My signature appears below.

al 6/1 ‘//7 v

S:gtfaméz"/ﬁ ) ! ? Dare , %’ V.

Occupation Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Antoinette M. Gustafson

237 W. 14th St., C3

New York. NY 10011-

YES, | want 1o redesignate my contnibution to the General Election Leyal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #457 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

for—. q(a-f-t ‘ﬁc}

Signature Date
Occupation Employer

[ understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Ronald J. Grunewald
321 W. 16th, #2W
New York, NY 10011-

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution 10 the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #92435 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

W/M 7/} /2, 5067

! Date

Stgaature
/A% -/ COOLED) /o #T7Cig Y 7/¢¢ EQu # CoH
Occupation LO/S7rey ARt Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



Evelyn Shinn ‘ . .
614 Gladstone LN. S e . . e e
Holmes Beach, FL 34217- . . L . ’

YES, I waat {o redesignaie my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accountiog Compliance Fund,

My contribution of check #1009 jp the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund, My signature appears below.

9aslre

Signature Date

Occupatfon Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contnbunon. 1 may request a refund of this amount.

et Bl ¥ ,AEDAZ’ZZZQL»EQQ

REO

3 Max Odlen
o 535 Sanctuary Dr. #A203
. Longboat Key, FL 34228-
'E‘ YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
;E‘ My contribution of check #514 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
i General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.
g
T

R&&ﬁw__ _ SEerze 2
whature Date

e

Gecupation’ Employer

1 understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

— o .A_:_,....“..,UW,
E.S. Gnnnell
P.O. Box 9722

Bradenton, FL. 34206-
YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1311 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Lyfgal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

.17‘/’ 1%

6063

-

pution Employer

1 understand 4hat if [ choose oot to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.
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Cecelia A. Drogowski -
1700 Embassy Dr. Apt 106 M At >Pra
West Palm Beach, 33401- Foe %

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accountmg Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #233 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the

General Elecno Zoal and Qcco)r\ymg Com hance Fund. My signature appears below.
228 / L JM/ /éﬁ 7Z j / 7 f

Signature E.ne
) e &7 —
L ler=e. Mc— * - "
Qccupation / Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amouat.

e e —————— - —>
e

o ey et "t el in = = m————

e B e e AT —— T P—— - =+

Dorcas D. Davis
900 Calle De Los Amigos #B506
Santa Barbara., CA 93105-

YES. 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal und Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2813 in the amount of $1000.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redemgnatcd to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

;- ¥
Lo v X Kpae ik, 247 1 G2
Signaturs Date
- ..‘_(, e ;- _‘T' S S T
QCccupaticn Employer

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may requast a refund of this amount.

Charles H. 5. Chapman
15 West 11th St.
New York, NY 100i1}-

YES, | want to redesignats my contributicn to the General Election Legal and Accounting Complianes Fund.

\Iy contribution of check #1505 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should te redesignated to the
I Election Legal d Accountmo Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

W% / 9254

Slgnamre Date
6069
__d;‘Mc Ji /.LMAA-.:,:: )A(M

Occupation _ Emgploye#/

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contributioa, I may request a refund of this amount.



Herman Metoyer

roseror @ e

N.Q., LA 70186- '

YES, I want to redesignate my contributicn to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #mo in the amount of $§ 15.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Fe2S- P2,
Signature * Date
Occupa!ion' T Emﬁ]gyer /

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

-

R R T

g L HNeE

G.V. Horton
5603 S. Rockford
Tulsa,, OK 74105-

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contnibution of check #7853 in the amount of $ 250.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.,

m . 7-25-92—
ignature ate
Occupation M W W

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

—-ﬁ-—l—ﬂ—_ N

= =
o a e o e e w . e gy gl oith eceim o miled | Sn i ctoummmers

J.E. Heaberlin
99 Windsor Rd.
Springfield, IL 62702-

YES. [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #3335 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
Gengral Election Leyal and Accounting Comphiance Fund. My signature appears below.

. 9/?57§:§'——-: )
7/

"

Signatupe Date
e
=71 RED
Occupation Employer 2070

I understand chat if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, [ may request a refund of this amount.




' Susan'Soudergaard @ | )

R.D. 7, Box 7579
Stroudsburg, PA 18360-

- YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of check #3632 in the amount of $ 200.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated 1o the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,
Signature V4 Date /7 4
e fy
Occupation 4 Employer
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
=
i3
1
?ﬁ————m R e T R A R R e
. : Margaret D. Cossum
:} 568 Ingleside Park
5 Evanstos, IL 60201-
[
;; YES, I want to redesignatz my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
i My contribution of check #4164 in the amount of § 250.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
e General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,
I
ny

M’M—f,

Occu;ntion ’ Employer

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Patricia J. Curnow
i84 Montieth Ct.
Vemon Hills, IL 60061-

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1434 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

I understandthat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request & refund of this amount.



‘ Emory T. Carl
833 Jaquet . °

Bellaire,, TX 77401-
YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #347 in the amount of $ 250.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated (o the
Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. ———rs
%se it however you like - without restriction - to further / C
the campajgn. /)’ /
sl 4 4%%5 —92/25/92

Date

Self-employed prior to retirement

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

YES. 1 want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1467 in the amount of $ 200.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

£
Si re
—— Retired.
Occupation Empioyer
i+
32
4
4
€ Williace Grisham
i 5010 N. Tamarack Dr.
Q] Barrington, IL 60010-
5
[
ol
E
i
ilf.

¥\

(il 2. sl 2-25-72

Signature Date
/ —_—
Ef“"/«?ﬂ jﬁ/ﬂ /jm/#ﬂ;[ j(ajj Dl /
Occupafion Employer

1 understand that if 1 choose pot to redesignate my contribution. 1 may request a refund of this amount.

pn Bl (doss Cousin Pleast sl fou Tz 58T

E. W. Ward
Cypress Valley Ranck Rt1 Box 9
Springfield, AR 72157-

YES, | want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legsl and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My coatribution of check #4853 in the amount of $ 300.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the
GmnlElmionugﬂmdAmmtingCompliameFund. My signature appears below. _

%/ j% /b% SowZ, 25 /772

Signature Date ’ ’ _ iy
Kg‘yw{f// ,,gg/jc"

Occupation Employer

I understand ¢hat if [ choose not to redesignste my coatribation, I may request a refund of this amount.

6072



Genald Grove .
X ® @
Decatur, IN 46733- _

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Electicn Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.,

My contribution of check #414 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redesignsted to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
a"jﬁ'/l_g.C/ -8%;3___ _%"25"' ?i-
Signature Date
£ s . ; gﬁ‘/?
Occupation . Employer
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may requast 2 refund of this amount.
2
{3
: Niels O. Jorgeassn
i 23515 Elmwood Ct.
5 Spring, TX 77389-
7
. YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund,
s
E.j My contribution of check #7389 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the
e General Election Legal and Acconating Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,
R
I
Tt

Bech _ 9/%5/%3

Signature

Occupation Employer

.

I understand that if § choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refupd of this amount,

Richard Fidier
3224 Timmons Lane #103
Housten, TX 77027-

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1796 in the amount of § 20.00, depasited an 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

sg“:ng’ﬁM Skrr. 25 moz

Date

PuorcerAPHY -TIRED
Occupation 7 mployer 607 3

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

-




Jerome F. O°Neill )
47 Crescent Termace o

Burlington, VT 05401- s
YES, I want to redesigaste my contribution o the General Election L2gal and Accounting Compliancs Fund.

Mymmofmnmsmmmmofsmom deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and nting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

Judith Palmer
14 E. Lodges Lane
Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Genera! Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #5498 in the amount of $ 30.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

‘géu/—f’ 7/26':/fz,

Signature ] Date
_Rroa 7%76&//7/’./&-’/?;:.-__ /4&!1&",&»{40{)"’4?‘/
d:cupation Employer ﬂ v /4

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

......

© mamm  w —  mrm————— i ———y, Y S — g
Py S A e At - % Y s bl g [ ]

. - Christine J. Farrelly

247 Beechwood Drive
Rosemont,, PA 1[90i0-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1277 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated 10 the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Hllre Fo—etlr Y

Signature ~ Date
M &\4 50741
Cccupation Y Employer (/ .

I understand.that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



ot @ | @

— ‘
YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accovnting Complisnce Fund.
My contribution of check #1910 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited oa 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
Accoupting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.
. Date /¢/ i /
Employer
1 understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amouat.
R
I = x S ——
h;; Jonathan Czar
EZ’ R.R. 1
s Poultney, VT 05764-
Yt
; YES, 1 want 1o redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
3 My contribution of check #5327 in the amount of $ 10.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
: General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
f:gnau.rc Date o/
1%
Retigee T ACHER ERCEA MOUNTAIN Cot Tty
Occupation Employer
1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
— I I T e — : i -
B.H. Veehoff - {
1515 North Lake Ave
Storm Lake, IA 50588-
YES, I want io redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
_. My contribution of check #327 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignated to the
. GeaenlE!ecuonlzgalmdAocomungComphmed Mysngmmreappursbelow —C -44
qet Gl 42&—4”% ,a% 92t
Sigoature i
Occupation Employer 4] 0 7 5

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



Vincent R. Defelice
3260 Newgate Ct.
Dublin, OH 43017-

i
’*‘ YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
1
""f My contribution of check # the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the
" General Electi d Ac nnng Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,
1-“ ;
e / /
o W / 7/ 2y %
¥ Signature T~ 7 Date ' ’
¥ - L -
= R N~ A
= Occupation \ Employer
5 I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, ] may request a refund of this amount.
6076

e m.,..mm
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Austin B. Comstock o
P.O. Box 1285

Santa Cruz, CA 95060-

YES, I want to redesignate my coatribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fund.

My contribution of check #3659 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

_ﬂmm&_ 4-9¢-427

Signature Date

Occupation i EmployeU

i

S

Jan C. Tepper
193 Helen Ct,
Sapta Cruz, CA 95065-

"

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

i

Wk
ik R,

My contribution of check #4871 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund, My signature sppears below.

é%i/ﬂ,\/—-____ 5%%/52_ '
Signature ) 7/ Date

-~ -
Z [,4 :/a-rr Solec //ﬁmﬁrf!} Ty r/ ..4:./.@:'.-_;.-//_,. b Tt 6.’«:-
Occupation Employer

ok

‘cf::'ﬁ l;'...f;‘ n A

1 understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Juanita Lang
526 Magoffin
St. Louis,, MO 63125-3743

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #386 in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

&%:wﬁ’ aﬁ"# MJ $=(770~

@Ml/ W— .Z/mg,,z &y Z'c.

Occupation Employer

6077
—>

I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution,  may request a refund of this amount.



& SWLlase 4 alC

104 N. Walaut St.

Rolla,, MO 65401- GD T ﬂ’

YES, I want to redesignate my cootribution to the Genersl Election Legal and Accounting Complisnce Fund.

Myconhibmi-mofeheckmmindlemmtofs 50.00, deposited oa 08/31/92, should be redesignsted to the
Geaenal Election Lagal and Accounting Complisnce Fund. My signature sppears below.

ol In e, 7/25) 9%

Signature Daie

% ) Employer

I understand that if { choose not w0 redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

<
B2

B o A e OO N L I T U r -

] Senpricusic -
s Ray Decker

& W1598 Center St.
IeF Chilton, WI 53014.
)
¥ YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

-]
* My contribution of check #190 in the amount of § 20.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
= General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.,
& /c{-/ 7 / ,%z_,
= Signatlire Date /

/r,o,-,fa//a}’ y
Qccupation b Employer

I understand that if ] choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

—— reeeiii e e
e - =z

Albert L. Dudley = -
1420 Three Mile Drive
Grosse Pointe Park, M1 48230-1126

YES. 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuad.

My contribution of check #4947 in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on (8/31/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accoummg Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

(L tterdt? L MZ&7 Jep? 24 1593

Signature Date

Kediped fe.':fl.{ e d-

¢ Employer

Occupation
6073
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount. -

v mmpa— s o me—m—



- -

Liaville L. Doan O
: 976 Portland Ave.
Lo St. Paul, MN 55104-7034

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal snd Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #5251 in the amount of $§ 50.00, deposited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the
General Electig gal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

?/2,7/’/‘?7/

: > nm. oy Z —

Occupation Employer
3 I understand that if | choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
i
o
4
_E .- .
33‘ Fred L. Davis
s 2100 E. Cliff Road #104A
a Bumsville, MN 55337
i:a: YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
b
_ : My contribution of check #1609 in the amouat of $ 23.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
'z General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
Y

{ %M&V, J7P 2

ignature Date

L
fL et Ditonsted Brindireston NodBor gk
Occupation formEREmployer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, | may request a refund of this amount.

—"—A&#;r’lene J. Neumann
5320 Blake Rd. S.

Edina, MN 55436-1163
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund,

My contribution of check #10927 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09/08/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

(—?‘\.Uu ’n:_,] A}‘Q'\.Tn(,'vhb‘-—- Q/}"(//é::/ , 6073
Signature I : Date . . /
T _WAnT Iy :Pfk/‘TC’ w%&’ﬁ‘/\?ﬁaba_(
Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.



——

i

@ @
504 S. Washington W.
Mexico, MO 65265~

YES, [ want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2071 in the amount of $ 30.00, depasited on 08/26/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

Sifmature Date
’ 4 - . 7
WMHN 7% 75t )

Occupation Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

KL

¥ Mane Fucnen
‘:_P — — = e - —
- e \ .. Kay Patham
xR © 3104 Cross Valley Road
v Knoxville, TN 37917-
$
¥ YES, I want 1o redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
&. My contribution of check #1890 in the amount of § 10.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
P General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
~ ]
Q- M—‘y 7-%&2/.,\,,- depd. 23 1992,
Signature v — Date Y /
~ - i p t dor
O(I,J}':CL". Co e _Eg,.yb—;{_ C&Mﬁ ajr&k’ (ﬁ
Occupation Employer * 7 7
I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
T e ATl e T TS -

) - T -

—— i’ Py - 3 E‘;&H%W\;" .
Eliot Specht e WW"
10639 Rivermost Lane

Knoxville, TN 37922-
YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1313 in the amount of § 100.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below,

Tl By iop 4124/92 6050
Signature ) ' Date
Pj'lﬁ‘; ici1s 4= Ayi Ene
) Occupation ! Ewmployer

1 understand that if I choose not 1o redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.
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Judith Peck S |
P. 0. Box 5 . .

Sterling Forest, NY 10979-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Generasl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #109 in the amount of $§ 50.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redesignsted to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

@&m 714,3/9*’:,‘«
P
College Plofeaar Lo Mydfdﬁ»&&uﬁ

Occupation

5

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Vivian Cooper

S, W 2o 2 b O =

A R ANk o e RS, o frmam s Teben et b G

7957 Sangamon Ave.
Sun Valley, CA 91352-

YES, I want 1o redesignate my contribution 10 the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
My contribution of check #671 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

-

| s 7——2‘?{--9)\

Signature | Date
7 Y2 ST CLERK LN Era PO g £))
Occupaticn Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Kennon H. Shank

1100 Jamie Lane
Bloomington, IN 47401-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1609 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My s:gnature appears bclow

a0 Sho R s

Signature Date
6081
Kokinl

Oc:upation Employer

1 uaderstand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Kennow H- Shasie B/ i b Tty
l/06 J'a-i-u«- Lahe G750/



Mike Felber
120 W. 3rd St., #300 o .

Fort Worth, TX 76102~

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution 1o the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #535 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated o the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature sppears below.

T/ 74

Signature Date
L il £2 Ses s/
Occupation / Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.

Geoffrey E. Clark
152 Middte St.
Portsmouth,, NH 03801-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My comn‘bution of check #2047 in the amount of $ 500.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the

Gen tion Legsl and g Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
% /4 %f st _

nam{e Date
A secezn ey, JHA-

Occupatioft’ / Employer

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Martha Fuller Ciark
152 Middle Street
Portsmouth,, NH 03801-

YES, 1 want te redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #2049 in the amount of § 500.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be redesignated to the

General Election Lega) and Accounting Compliance Fund. My sngrmurc appears below

oY ety If PF—
Occupation f Employer ﬂ

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

e |



Joan D. Hodges ~ pM\(: C s teo 4t .
3825 Csruth Blvd ’0“ wrd ke S @

Dallas. TX 75225-5216
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Genenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #9713 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

4,.,4_,;/@,
[/

Date

o Y T TR T AL
O~ i i e i e S RO G w0 WA T I YT R TN M D

Norris L. Parker

810B West 10th St.

Austin, TX 78701-

YES, I want 1o redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #4231 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Election Legal and fccounung Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

wn% 9-285-72

Signature Date

“ ] ’ V4
0/&@%2 féi’ﬂ'm/m/m -] g :
Occupation Empldyer

v

I understand tbat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

——— e et e ve

T el e

Murry Morgenstern

91 Squire Hill Rd.

New Milford, CT 06776-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #573 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated to the
Geaeral Elecnon Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. .

iy, Jocgud 3/ [
/WW% £L1;Z_

Occupation Employer o

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

5083




Phyllis 1. Devenny ° : o

524 Sleepy Hollow Rd. :

Piusburgh, PA 15228- ) .

YES, | want to redesignate my contribution 10 the General Election Legsl and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #8015 in the amouat of § 25.00, deposited on 09/08/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

£ N Josornny, 9/24h~

Date

Signa [2@4%“;;/ / Tﬂg /{j/"‘_‘;,l

Occupatioh Employer

3 Margaret A. Hogan
{ 4740 Mercier Street
s Kansas City, MO 64112-
;_ YES, | want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
B My contribution of check #7173 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the
i General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
135
*

A.éw/yh} 24 1992

Date
Ej&,‘u ¢/ ffﬂ-&@‘i %‘mw; /77/‘,_4&;.,;4: F wtlie glﬁu—&‘ ({z-} Kose:
Occupation £ y-Employer

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.

Alm =35 -~ T e T e S ” AR

Stella J. Curnin

1401 Enderly Rd.

Charlotte, NC 28208-

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contribution of check #1788 in the amouant of § 100.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be redwagnated lo the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. o .-

a@%@ ( G. 2 T

Signamre Date 60 84

Lt - M
Occupation Employer

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my coatribution, | may request a refund of this amount.




e

Gradye Parsoas -

100 Lesfmore Lane 0 O

Bristol, TN 37620-

YES, I want to redesigeate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliznce Fund.

My contribution of check #5635 in the amount of § 50.00, deposited on 08/24/92, shouid be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.

__AM%«J‘PMOM a/az/a >
Signature Date / 4

min stoe
Occupation Employar

I understand that if I choose not to redzsignate my contribution, ] may request a refund of this amount.

¥
.f':; TR M R —'_\: R _—__-__.—
- Ethel R. Perry 7**“’ ‘£“&4'50°¢412aébﬁ wed
4 822 Florida St. £ R P
" Miiton, WV 25541 1304
* YES), [ want tc redesignate my contnbunon to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.
'*’f My contnbution of check #434 in the amount of § 25.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesiguated to the
-~ General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below.
24 1992
Signature Date
¢ L
L. : 3 &W
Occupation Employer
I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount.
9#?.::5...-- = T e e e e R TaaTY e S

Frances R. Shipley
405 Evanswood Pl
Cincinnati, OH 45220-

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund.

My contnbution of check #5441 in the amount of $§ 10.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. e -

N onrn S M F‘S'QAW SR
Occupation Employer

6085

I understand that if [ choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount.



